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Abstract
Jones, Eric Thomas. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. August, 2016. The
Implementation of Professional Learning Communities in West Tennessee Secondary
Schools and Their Influence on Teacher Job Satisfaction. Major Professor: Dr. Reginald
Green
Of the six PLC dimensions theorized by Hord, the 307 respondents in this study
suggested that two such dimension—namely, “Shared Personal Practice” and “Supportive
Conditions: Structures”—tended systematically to be underrepresented at their schools:
irrespective of their schools’ categorization as either high- or low-achieving. As
anticipated, statistically significant positive relationships were observed between all six
PLC dimensions and the mean on a 20-item measure of “satisfaction with teaching.”
However, when the means on the six PLC dimensions were simultaneously entered as
predictor variables into a multiple regression model using “satisfaction with teaching” as
the criterion, the only PLC dimension that proved to significant relationship with the
outcome while controlling for the other five was “Shared and Supportive Leadership.” As
with the means on the PLC measure, a schools’ status as either high- or low-achieving
did not appear to mediate the strength of relationship the six PLC predictors and the
“satisfaction with teaching” criterion: a conclusion warranted by testing each pair of
correlations individually using the Fisher r to z transformation as well by creating six
interaction terms and including them in a hierarchical multiple regression model. What
all of these outcomes imply for school leaders who wish to improve the effectiveness of
PLCs at their schools will be discussed in the final chapter.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Over the past century, the American educational system has experienced a
number of educational reforms. While these reform efforts have indeed been
pedagogically focused, substantial gaps in educational achievement persist among diverse
groups of American students. In 2007, the National Center on Education and the
Economy (NCEE) reported that if America continued at its current rate of achievement,
and the number of nations outperforming America continued their current pace, the
standard of living that exists in America today will continue to decline. Consequently,
America’s deficiencies and shortcomings as shown by standardized testing scores are
being subjected to microscopic scrutiny resulting in the revelation that the unrelentingly
rigid expectations for academic achievement by students who are now under a
microscope, a microscope that reveals unrelenting expectations for students that are
capable of adding to America’s human capital (NCEE, 2007).
Individuals in the public and business sectors are calling for schools to mold
better students in our public schools. These demands have not been ignored by federal,
state, and local officials in control in the accountability driven world of education. The
public and business sector are demanding graduates who are prepared to compete on a
global platform, and lead America into the new age of globalization (National Center on
Education and Economy, 2007). The age of accountability has highlighted gaps that not
only exist among students within America, but globally as well. This prospect has
challenged school leaders to concentrate on a consistent, meaningful, and thoughtprovoking instruction that will ultimately close the achievement gap that exists nationally
1

and internationally to the detriment of American status as a world power.
The focus has shifted to a uniform set of high-level instructional expectations
demanding that educators become intentional with reference to how they deliver
instruction on a day-to-day basis, driven by the career- and college- ready knowledge and
skills of collaboration, communication, and critical thinking. Educators are being
required to embrace a simplistic focus on what is taught and how it is taught in
classrooms (Schmoker, 2011).
Background of the Study
In keeping with the need to improve the academic achievement of all students
regardless of race, ethnicity, or socioeconomic status, professional learning communities
(PLC) have become an agreed upon community environment for educators who are
looking to improve teaching and student performance (Dufour & Dufour, 2006). Hord
(2009) affirms that when the school community operates as a true community should, a
learner- centered atmosphere is the result. In a PLC, as research-based evidence shows,
teachers and administrators impact the achievement of their students. According to
Nelson, Holmlund, Lebard, and Waters (2010), as the professional learning community
grows, the conversations of its members become more focused, reflective, inquiry-based,
and action-oriented. These interchanges relate more to a shared value system and the
learning of students.
The notion of a PLC is not a novel idea, nor is it confined to the educational
realm. For several years, following best practices offered by various change experts,
various for-profit organizations have joined the movement to become learning

2

organizations (Breakthrough Collaborative, 2012). There is little time set aside for the
pursuit of means and methods to improve student learning among departmental
colleagues and through cross-discipline engagement. Offered as an alternative to the
norm of isolation in the teaching profession, the term professional learning community
appeared in the 1960s. The practice became more defined during the latter years of the
1980s and early 90s (History of PLC, 2015). Little and McLaughlin (1993) determined
that the most effective schools and departments functioned as PLCs and within those
schools the following characteristics existed:
● Shared norms and beliefs
● Collegial relations
● Collaborative cultures
● Reflective practice
● Ongoing technological inquiry regarding effective practice
● Professional growth
● Mutual support and mutual obligation (as cited in History of PLC, 2015,
p.1).
According to Dufour and Eaker (1998), in a PLC principals and teachers have a
grasp of what they expect students to learn and take responsibility for ensuring that this
learning takes place for all students. The outcome of functioning in a PLC is optimal
learning conditions in which innovation and experimentation are accepted as the norm. A
PLC is not a fad that will eventually fade away; rather, it is a part of the culture of the
school, a way of life for its members (Dufour, Dufour, Eaker, & Karhanek, 2004).

3

The search for principals who will perform solo acts of heroism and save
underperforming schools and demoralized staffs is perpetuated however (Dufour, Eaker,
& Dufour, 2005). This belief flies in the face of best practices observed in effective
leaders who function in PLCs. The overarching purpose of the PLC is a school in which
teachers and administrators seek and share learning and then move to implement what
they have learned. Principals have a means of placing a structure in place to build
capacity among educators to work as members of high-performing, collaborative teams
that have a sustained focus on increasing student learning (Rentfro, 2007). Fullan (2011)
proclaims:
All of this means that the individual, isolated autonomy of the teacher becomes
passé. The cultural transformation then involves the de-privatization of teaching.
The new norm is interactive professionalism which incidentally is the way of all
advanced professions. (p.4)
A positive school climate, as created by school-wide PLC’s is synonymous with
fewer emotional and behavioral problems for students and teachers. This type of
cohesive school community cultivates encouraging educational and psychological results
for not only students, but also for school employees (Marshall, 2004). This professional
culture has a definite effect on the level of satisfaction a teacher has with his/her
employment and greatly influences retention (Cohen, 2010). When the climate is
positive, a teacher bonds with the school, develops a feeling of safety, develops positive
relationships with students, and interacts with fellow adults. Each of these factors is
linked to the amount of job satisfaction a teacher feels while working in a particular
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school environment.
By collaborating with colleagues in the PLC, instructional leaders can support
change in strategies and practices as a collective effort to prepare students for college and
careers in a global environment. According to Hughes and Kristonis (2007), test scores
will improve if educational leaders pledge themselves to align best practices and research
so that students can master important skills and concepts. This process also called for
educators to end many traditional practices that have become obsolete because they do
not serve the overall purpose of enhanced student achievement. The PLC does not
minimize the importance of the individual educator, but it does advance instructional
improvement through shared responsibility for developing and practicing effective
teaching. The job satisfaction of teachers leads to quality teaching, and it is imperative
that quality teaching and supportive relationships with adults and peers exist if students in
today’s schools are to progress (Sparks, 2005).
Statement of the Problem
Pockets of excellence exist in schools. Principals and faculties, however, do not
share their respective best practices with their colleagues. This isolationism has been
accepted as the norm in the educational realm. The time for administrators to transform
their schools into collaborative, professional atmospheres where trust and sharing are
expected has emerged. Fullan (2011) states, “The research has been clear and consistent
for over 30 years-- collaborative cultures in which teachers focus on improving their
teaching practice, learn from each other, and are well led and supported by school
principals result in better learning for students” (p.2).
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Evidence-based research on PLCs and their effectiveness is ample in scholarly
literature. Educational leaders in schools of differing sizes and demographics are
embarking on the task of implementing PLCs in to their learning environments. Schools
that seek to implement PLCs redefine the role of the principal to include that of an
instructional leader. The school’s capacity to enhance student learning and achievement
reside in the principal’s ability to provide a culture of continuous learning and
evaluations of teachers (Cranston, 2009). However, there is a void in the literature
relative to the relationship, if any, that may exist between the teachers’ perception of the
existence of characteristics of PLCs in their school and the relationship of the PLC to
their job satisfaction.
If principals are to become the instructional leaders that today’s educational
literature calls for, they must embrace the concept of establishing PLCs. In order to
commit to the concept as a shared vision, principals must have knowledge of the
perception of teachers regarding the existence of characteristics of PLCs in their schools,
as well as the effect that the characteristics have on the job satisfaction level of teachers.
Although research informs characteristics of PLCs and the benefits to be derived by
teachers and students, questions remain. An investigation into effectiveness of PLCs
involves a determination of the existence of identifiable characteristics that define a
learning community, the perception by teachers of the presence of these characteristics in
the PLC of which they are members, and level of satisfaction they derive from the
characteristics of which they are aware. Consequently, regarding PLCs this researcher
raises two questions: (1) Do teachers perceive that professional learning characteristics
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exist within their school? (2) What is the level of job satisfaction in schools where
characteristics of professional learning communities exists? Definitive responses to these
questions should assist school leaders in making determinations about the implementation
of characteristics of PLCs.
Purpose of the Study
The overall purpose of this study is twofold: first, to investigate the relationship
between educators’ perceptions of Hord’s six dimensions of a Professional Learning
Community (PLC) and their satisfaction with teaching; and, second, to determine
whether or not this relationship is significantly moderated by the school context in which
these educators work.
Research Questions
The study was guided by the following research questions:
1. To what extent do responding teachers and other educators perceive each of six
dimensions of a professional learning community to be equally well represented at
their schools, both across all respondents and by respondents nested within highand low-achieving schools’ contexts?
2. Across all respondents and by respondents grouped according to gender, age,
ethnicity, level of educational attainment, years of experience, and school tenure,
what is the level of job satisfaction that teachers and other educators report about
their current assignment?
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3. What is the relationship, if any, between teachers’ and other educators’ perceptions
of each of six dimensions of a professional learning community at their schools
and their overall level of job satisfaction?
4. Does the strength of relationship between teachers’ and other educators’
perceptions of each of six dimensions of a professional learning community at
their schools and their level of job satisfaction differ by the school context as highor low-achieving?
Significance of the Study
The intent of the PLC model is to ensure that principals have a means of placing a
structure in place to build capacity among educators to work as members of highperforming, collaborative teams that have a sustained focus on increasing student
learning (Rentfro, 2007). Kanold (2011) concludes that the true work of a principal rests
in the delivery of specific improvement in student achievement performance and in
monitoring the actions of those directly involved in achieving those gains.
Hughes and Kristonis (2007) cited evidence that showed a correlation between
PLCs and positive student achievement. It is an expectation that leadership inculcates the
development and monitoring of the community in the schools. According to Routman
(2012) principals play a vital role in the development of the PLC and the overall
effectiveness of the teacher. The absence of strong principal leadership, therefore,
undermines the integrative role of the principal to direct and to evaluate the impact of the
PLC upon the ability of the PLC to instigate collaborative, cross-departmental work to
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bring about a resolution to the challenge of having all students perform at grade-level
standards.
In schools where student high-performance outcomes are validated, there is an
implicit link to the influence of principals in creating PLCs. They are implementing and
promoting an effective model of the PLC. The relationships that are evident in the
climate of these schools are heavily impacted by the principal (Macneil, Prater, & Busch,
2009). The principals construct teams of teachers and leaders around the concepts of
academic achievement, school culture, and capacity building. Ultimately, it is the duty of
the school’s principal to ensure that the learning environment is consistent with a culture
of teaching and learning.
This study is built upon research-based literature on PLCs and how the existence
of the PLC relates to teacher job satisfaction. This critical analysis can guide district
leaders, principals, and teachers in evaluating the extent to which PLCs exist in their
schools and the concomitant impact the PLC’s have on teacher job satisfaction. By
analyzing data collected from the literature and school surveys administered to teachers,
the researcher ascertained the characteristics of PLCs and the extent to which teachers
perceived that those characteristics were implemented in their schools. In addition,
school leaders can utilize the results to bolster teacher job satisfaction in light of the
survey feedback.
Limitations of the Study
This study is restrictive because the researcher can only assume that teachers were
honest as they responded to questions concerning the implementation and monitoring of
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characteristics of professional learning communities in their school and their level of job
satisfaction. The population for this study consisted of accredited West Tennessee
Secondary schools in 2014-2015 school year. Twenty-seven superintendents in Twenty
West Tennessee counties received an email correspondence requesting permission for
their Secondary school to participate in this study. Three-hundred and Seven participants
from 28 secondary schools with Evaluation Composite scores of 1 or 5 over a three-year
period with TVASS data participated in this study. Schools with an overall 3-year
composite of 1 or 2 are considered to be low performing. School-level TVAAS
Composites are scores that assess growth at the school level. For 2013-2014, school-level
composites were used for the evaluation of educators for whom school-level reporting
was required. Scores are reported on a 1-5 scale and will count for 25% of the overall
level of effectiveness for teachers and 35% of the overall level of effectiveness for
administrators who have chosen school-level composites for their growth measure.
Secondary schools’ overall composite scores consist of the three- year averages with
TVAAS data in the following areas for high school: Algebra I, Algebra II, Biology I,
English I, English II, English III, U.S. History, and Chemistry. In Middle School, 3- year
averages with TVAAS data are derived from the following: EOC Math,
Reading/Language, Science, Social Studies, and Algebra I (EOC) (Tennessee Department
of Education, 2015). Over 300 individuals—of whom over three-fourths were teachers
(84.4%) and the remainder principals, assistant principals and other school personnel
(15.6%)—provided at least some usable data with respect to responding to the study’s
four research questions. In terms of their genders, nearly 70% of all respondents
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identified themselves as female (69.4%) and the rest male (29.3%). Regarding their
declared ethnicities, Whites/Caucasians (at 83.1%) were observed to outnumber those of
other ethnicities/races by nearly five-to-one, the most numerous of these other ethnicities
being African American (15.7%).
Assumptions
This study was based on the assumption that the implementation of characteristics
of a PLC discussed in the literature fostered a positive school climate that enhanced
teaching and learning. It was also the researcher’s contention that the perception of
teachers regarding the existence of the characteristics in their schools was related to their
level of teacher job satisfaction.
Definition of Terms
The following definitions are presented to define relative terms and to give
preciseness to the meaning of these terms as they are used in this study:
Characteristics of professional learning community. focus on student learning,
culture of collaboration, and focus on results (Dufour, 2004).
Job Satisfaction. Contentment (or lack of it) arising out of interplay
of employee's positive and negative feelings toward his or her work
(BusinessDictionary.com, 2015).
PLC. Educators committed to working collaboratively in the continuing
progressions of shared analysis and action research to attain higher quality results for the
scholars they serve (Dufour, Dufour, Eaker, & Many, 2006).
School-Level Evaluation Composites. School-wide growth across subjects,
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grades, and/or years for a particular school. School-level TVAAS Composites are scores
that assess growth at the school level. For 2013-2014, school-level composites were used
for the evaluation of educators for whom school-level reporting was required. Scores are
reported on a 1-5 scale and will count for 25% of the overall level of effectiveness for
teachers and 35% of the overall level of effectiveness for administrators who have chosen
school-level composites for their growth measure. Secondary schools’ overall composite
scores consist of the three- year averages with TVAAS data in the following areas for
high school: Algebra I, Algebra II, Biology I, English I, English II, English III, US
History, and Chemistry. In Middle School, 3-year averages with TVAAS data are
derived from the following: EOC Math, Reading/Language, Science, Social Studies, and
Algebra I (EOC) (Tennessee Department of Education, 2015).
The Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System. Measures student growth, not
whether the student is proficient on the state assessment (Tennessee Department of
Education, 2015).
Organization of the Study
Chapter 1 introduces the study and its significance to the field. It includes an
introduction, the problem statement, research questions, the purpose, limitations and
assumptions innate to the study, definitions of six terms, and a summary. Chapter 2
presents a review of the literature and offers a theoretical foundation for the study.
Chapter 3 provides the methodology that was used to conduct the study. The chapter
includes a description to indicate the population for whom the findings will be
transferrable, the sample size, an explanation of the instrument that will be used to collect
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data and to measure the variables, and a restatement of the research questions. Also, the
procedures used in data collection, methods involved in data analysis, and the limitations
of the study are discussed. Chapter 4 contains an analysis of the data and findings to
show consistency with the design and purpose of the study. In Chapter 5, the researcher
discusses the findings, presents conclusions, and makes recommendations for further
studies.
Summary
The academic achievement of schools no longer resides in the ability of a single
leader to create a strong learning environment, but in the collective efforts of faculty,
students, and community. The leadership entails a broadened focus on developing the
capacity of distributed leadership by expert teachers to support PLCs as opportunities to
bring about whole-school change through community building. This effort, combined
with a belief in a common mission and vision for success, leads to academic
achievement. It is imperative that leaders equip themselves with the tools needed to lead
instructionally and are also aware of the implications of educational change. A strong
PLC is an essential dynamic for the success of any school. The leadership capacity that
is developed and the focus on students’ achievement that are provided through the PLC is
paramount.
The top-down “heroic” leadership models with the leaders at the top of the
hierarchy, and the school community kneeling to their will have been replaced. The PLC
provides an avenue for teacher ownership and leadership to be distributed throughout the
school community. Distributed leadership embraces combined effort, encourages a
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strong sense of mission and purpose, involves many in collaboration across roles, and
develops an organizational expectation of collaboration among adults and students. The
result is a productive environment that is ripe for purposeful changes in teaching and the
learning environment (Macbeath, 2005).
The atmosphere of collaboration, mission mindedness, and a laser-like focus on
continuous improvement, which are all elements of a successful PLC, will lead to a
considerable increase in teacher job satisfaction. A high level of teacher job satisfaction
contributes positively to the attitudinal climate and consequently to the academic
achievement of the school. The characteristics of a PLC are well documented, but the
teachers’ perceptions of the existence of a PLC in their school and how that insight may
relate to their overall job satisfaction is a topic in need of extensive scholarly research
because of the pivotal role job satisfaction plays in determining the success or failure of
schools to improve student achievement.

14

Chapter 2: Review of Literature
The concept of the professional learning community (PLC) places its focus
squarely on the concept of providing support for instruction through a collaborative
process in which educators can come together in a nonthreatening manner to share better
practices and search for a means of improving student achievement. PLCs are based on
the assumption that collective learning and problem solving is the key to improving
educator and student performance (Hughes, 2007). Many (2009), asserts that
transitioning into a PLC is a development that creates a philosophy that resonates
throughout the entire school. Becoming a PLC is not something a school does, but rather
what a school is. Watson (2014) states “the PLC is therefore a complex phenomenon,
each purposefully chosen word of which constitutes an essentially contestable concept
but which holistically invites an examination of professional practices and development
of ‘teacher leadership’ in schools” (p.20). The expectation is that in schools where this
type of collaboration occurs, the school culture will be indicative of a thriving micro
society and the level of job satisfaction will be high among the educators and their
colleagues’ resident in the school.
This chapter offers a deeper look into what the literature describes as
characteristics of a PLC, the three big ideas of a PLC according to Dufour (2006), and a
focus on the school climate and culture as it relates to the existence of a PLC in schools
and teacher job satisfaction. The literature also discusses in detail the six dimensions of a
professional learning community and the role of the principal in the PLC.
Characteristics of a Professional Learning Community
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One characteristic common to PLCs is collegiality. A PLC affords the educators
the opportunity to congregate as professionals to discuss what is best for student
outcomes. It is imperative that their learning covers the content and activities needed to
ensure that the knowledge and skills they acquire lead to their overall effectiveness in
student learning (Hirsh, 2012). A PLC presents educators the opportunity to have
professional learning embedded in the culture as the faculty members absorb information
from each other. The PLC focuses on the tenet that no one member is above the others,
that is, everyone can benefit from the knowledge and experiences of colleagues (Jessie,
2007). Barth (2006) contended that to vitalize the art of teaching, leaders should
establish a collegial culture in which professionals felt comfortable conversing about
their classroom experiences by sharing best practices, curricular content and observing
each other. Vescio, Adams, and Ross (2008) stated that PLCs are rooted in two
assumptions. First, it is acknowledged that teachers’ everyday experiences in school
environments are a source for the acquisition of knowledge and skills that are integral to
excellent performance especially when they are analytically reflected upon in dialogues
with other teachers who have had similar experiences. Secondly, usually involving
teachers in the practices of the PLC will increase their professional knowledge and
heighten student learning. In the absence of the afore-mentioned characteristics of a
PLC, there will not be significant growth in schools. Conversely, there is likely to be
ineffective teacher leadership, no curriculum improvement, and very little sustained
change. Another indispensable collegial event was pointed out by Protheroe (2004) and
recognized that in schools that have established PLCs, the professional development for
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teachers was no longer limited to after-school activities or workshops. It happened on a
daily basis in activities that included the sharing of sound practices and model lessons,
cross-disciplinary. Lieberman and Miller (2011) pointed to eight essential practices
derived from the concept of collegiality that they use to accomplish their goals:
● They meet regularly and take time to establish collegial relationships built
on trust and openness.
● They work tirelessly to develop a clear purpose and a collective focus on
problems of practice.
● They create routines and rituals that support honest talk and disclosure.
● They engage in observation, problem solving, mutual support, advice
giving, and peer teaching and learning.
● They purposefully organize and focus on activities that will enhance
learning for both the adults and students in the school,
● They use collaborative inquiry to stimulate evidence-informed
conversations.
● They develop a theory of action.
●

They develop a core set of strategies for connecting their learning to
student learning. (p.19)
Focus on Student Learning

A focus on learning and assessment provides much needed leverage in teaching.
According to Dufour et al. (2005), the PLC functions under the premise of three big
ideas. The first idea is that the mission of the PLC is to ensure that all students learn.
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There is paradigm shift from a focus on teaching to a focus on learning. This is a simple,
yet highly effective move that impacts learning. With this approach attention moves
from what the teacher is practicing and becomes more attuned to watching what is
happening with the student and their attainment of knowledge (Schmoker, 2006).
Teacher’s participation in PLCs influences the practice of teaching because the focus is
more on the student. An examination by Vescio et al. (2008) found the culture of
teaching is enhanced in part because of the increased collaboration, focus on student
learning, teacher empowerment, and the culture of continuous learning. In researching
the role of principals in high achieving schools, it was noted that these principals were
instrumental in assuring instruction aligned to state standards, maintained a focus on
continuous improvement, planned instruction for student achievement, developed
meaningful partnership with stakeholders, and provided a nurturing atmosphere in which
all members felt valued (Habegger, 2008). Kennedy, Deuel, Nelson, and Slavit (2011)
claimed that when educators in a school setting consistently participate in discussions and
analysis of student data to help student learning, a re-culturing occurs or reassessments of
beliefs. Due to re-culturing teachers were more prone to take chances and allow for a
certain level of vulnerability in an effort to bring about true change. This was due in no
small part to the participation in collegial discussions around student data and best
instructional practices. Hord (2008) found the following:
A true professional learning community is a way of organizing the educational
staff to engage in purposeful collegial learning. This learning is intentional for
the purpose of improving staff effectiveness so that all students learn successfully
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to high standards. The professional learning community serves to promote quality
teaching, the prime factor in whether students learn well. Thus, the professional
learning community supports the school’s purpose- high quality student learning.
(p.13)
Educators in effective PLCs understand student learning hinges on the depth of
the educators own personal learning. The learning process is an intentional one that is
important for the PLC to embrace (Hirsh, 2012). As a result of the collaboration,
educators become all too aware of the inconsistency that exist between their commitment
to ensure learning for all their students and their lack of synchronized strategies to
respond when students do not achieve. In a PLC, teachers attack this divergence by
collaboratively engineering strategies to guarantee that the struggling students receive
much needed support (LaPrade, n.d.). To embrace a focus on learning, the discussions
within a PLC must move from the typical “educational jargon” to resolute laser-like
emphasis on addressing learning. Dufour (2004) maintained that the heart of the PLC
movement addressed this commitment:
School mission statements that promise “learning for all” have become cliché.
But when a school staff takes that statement literally- when teachers view a shared
vision as a pledge to ensure the success of each student rather than as politically
correct hyperbole- profound changes begin to take place. The school staff finds
itself asking, what characteristics and practices have been most successful in
helping students achieve at high levels? How can we adopt those characteristics
and practices in our own school? What commitments would we have to make to
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one another to create such a school? (p.8)
Educators have to disassociate the distractors of race, poverty, and ethnicity
hindering the educational growth of today’s students and embrace a commitment to the
belief that all children can learn if given a pedagogically sound environment (Ryan,
2011). Lieberman and Miller (2012) in their research substantiated that the professional
learning that takes place within communities that are committed to continuous
improvement, collective responsibility, and goal attainment increase teacher
effectiveness, but more importantly improve student results. The learning and
achievement of students is enhanced when educators point out and resolve problems of
practice together. Through this effort they build collective capacity and the will to press
on toward the agenda of equity within their respective schools and districts. The Center
for Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement (2009) reported that PLCs have at
their heart, a belief in teacher leadership and involvement in school improvement efforts.
This statement goes hand-in-hand with the conclusion that improvement in instruction
translates as an important factor in raising student achievement. Vescio et al. (2008)
found that solid quantitative data must provide credibility for the conclusions drawn from
a study of PLCs.
Ultimately, however, educators must critically examine the results of their efforts
in terms of student achievement. To demonstrate results, PLCs must be able to
articulate their outcomes in terms of data that indicate changed teaching practices
and improved student learning, something they have not yet established as
common practice. (p. 82)
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Focus on the Culture of Collaboration
The second of the three big ideas for the PLC is a culture of collaboration.
Educators who are participants in the PLC embrace the fact that they must work together
to achieve a common purpose of learning for all (Dufour et al., 2005). This idea
suggested the likelihood of students’ learning greatly perpetuated the continuous learning
of adults. Most notably, according to Dufour et al. (2005), adults learn how students
learn. This realization requires teachers to become collaborative rather than isolated,
entrenched in best practices supported by research, and well-versed in thorough means of
assessing learning (Clay, Soldwedel, & Many, 2011). Teachers tend to view their
classrooms as their own personal dwellings, are never exposed to the ideas and strategies
of their peers, and would rather be left to their own devices than to engage in dialogue
with their administrators or fellow teachers. Their instruction is concealed underneath
the cover of privacy and personal autonomy never to be discussed or analyzed in a
collective manner (Dufour, 2011). Many (2009) found that a critical element for the
development of a culture of collaboration was the designation and protection of time for
teachers to collaborate during the course of the regular school day. Time for
collaboration may be more valuable than other aspects of school such as equipment,
facilities, or even staff development. Dufour (2011) reinforced this recognition in his
research with this cogent observation:
Collaboration is a means to an end. Collaboration alone will not improve a
school, and in a toxic school culture, providing educators with time to collaborate
is likely to reinforce negative aspects of the school culture and deteriorate into
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complaint sessions. Providing educators with structure and time to support
collaboration will not improve schools unless that time is focused on the right
work. (p.60)
Socioeconomics also exert influences on the impact of PLCs. As a result of her
report, Strauss (2013) concluded that low-income districts and schools where in-depth
and continuous collaboration between teachers and administrators were the accepted
interfaces demonstrated the greatest improvement in student achievement and outcomes.
Dufour and Mattos (2013) affirmed that the critical factor for improving both learning
and teaching is the PLC’s ability to foster the collaborative culture and collective
responsibilities of the group.
As a result of the extended time allocation, according to Khorsheed (2007),
additional time for collaboration among teachers during the school day with students
present, afforded teachers time to engage in practice-based learning such as peer
observations. School leaders who have a focus on higher levels of learning for their
teachers and students were not satisfied with simply meeting for the sake of meeting.
Rather, administrative and instructional leaders endorsed the importance of establishing
what specifically the purpose of the meetings was and that the purpose must highlight
student and teacher learning (Khorsheed, 2007). In true PLCs, work that leads to
effectiveness is identified. Team members and processes are focused on the
enhancement of the overall learning process (DuFour, 2011). The concept of a small
close-knit group rallying behind an idea or proposal until it ultimately reaches a tipping
point that will spread throughout the school community is essential to the framework of
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the PLC. If a small group of like-minded educators become fixated on the “right things”
they will achieve the big idea behind what turns the wheels of the PLC (Aylsworth,
2012). Leaders would do well to focus their efforts on creating opportunities within their
school community to allow teachers to collaborate in a meaningful manner. Teachers
that have the ability to meet in an ongoing, consistent PLC, provide a level of support that
is needed for a community of learners, both teacher and student to thrive in.
Focus On Results
Regardless of the systematic evaluation of the reasons for supporting PLCs, only
the results will validate their effectiveness. According to Dufour et al. (2005), the third
big idea derives from a school’s focus on results. This knowledge will ultimately judge
the effectiveness of the PLC in schools. In a PLC, the attention is placed not on the
communities’ intentions, but rather, on the results of the actions of the community.
Programs and initiatives in the school community have to be continuously assessed
(Jessie, 2007). The Center for Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement (2009)
stated that teachers must learn to respond to data and be held equally accountable to use
the data to inform their instructional practices. Teachers should be encouraged by what
the data-based information reveals to determine collectively the course of action they will
pursue to achieve the learning goals established for their student. Research indicates that
there is a link between PLCs and improved student achievement. An atmosphere that is
considered to be “learner-enriched” for teachers is a causative factor to healthier
academic progress. Dufour and Mattos (2013) suggest that PLCs offer two important
levers in transforming teacher behavior, which ultimately leads to improved results.
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Members of the PLC who realize students in their colleagues’ classes are consistently
performing at high levels on common assessments developed by the team will take notice
of the strategies and become intrigued about the strategies and practices that led to those
desired results. Conversely, if teams are continually not reaching their goals and
underperforming in accomplishing student achievement goals, there is more pressure on
the educators in those classes to attempt new practices.
A PLC presents educators the opportunity to have professional learning embedded
in the communal culture of schools. The PLC functions on the basis that no one member
is above the other, but that all can benefit from the knowledge and experiences of
colleagues (Jessie, 2007). A PLC meeting is more than a time for teachers to come
together and share data; it is a group of individuals who convene together to achieve a
mutual purpose for their classrooms and schools. Teachers respond to the data instead of
just sharing the data, which fosters a sense of shared accountability and a changing of
classroom practices (Jessie, 2007). Dufour (2011) declared that the most comprehensive
study of features affecting schooling to be conducted asserts that the prevailing plan for
ensuring students learning at high levels included teachers working collaboratively to
acquire evidence of student learning via ongoing assessments, and the use of this
evidence of student outcomes to discuss, evaluate, plan, and improve their instruction.
Dufour and Eaker (1998) reported that principals must be fixated on results.
According to Schmoker (2006), a focus on learning and assessment results offers
leverage for improvement in teaching. When leaders are focused on results, on
encouraging a structured, frequent review of the impact of instruction, teaching improves.
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They work with their faculty to communicate clear and measurable goals and point out
indicators that provide proof of progress and develop systems for monitoring those
indicators on an ongoing basis (Schmoker, 2006).
“When leadership is focused on results, on urging a formal, frequent review of
the impact of instruction, teaching improves” (Schmoker, 2006, p. 126). The
collaborative teams of teachers have systems and processes created by the principal that
clarify the essential knowledge and skills expected of each student (Schmoker, 2006).
Principals also expect teachers to create common assessments designed to monitor the
progress of students and implement plans of school-wide interventions (Eaker &
Gonzalez, 2006). Leaders put a process in place to ensure teams clarify the essential
information for each course, grade level, and unit of instruction; establish consistent
pacing; and use common assessments to develop the criteria they will use to judge the
quality of student work (Dufour, 2009). The PLC then uses the evidence of student
learning to identify individual students who need additional time and support and to
discover problematic areas of the curriculum. This process is paramount in aiding each
member to become aware of his or her instructional strengths and weaknesses (Dufour,
2009). Principals in PLC schools have to be prepared to address the “current reality” of
the student achievement data. Principals must confront those not carrying their load on
the team by keeping a constant focus on the data and student results (Jessie, 2007).
Teacher Job Satisfaction
Lee (2006) contended that there is compelling evidence in the research affirming
that when teachers feel good about their work, student achievement improves. Teacher
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job satisfaction ranks high as an indicator of overall student success. Job satisfaction is
evident at a higher degree when supportive leadership by principals, teacher participation
in decision-making, collegial relationships, quality professional development, and
collaborative work are the normal mode of functioning, not the exception or the
nonexistent. Futernick (2007) and Crane (2012) reported that significant contributors to
teacher retention and job satisfaction were the positive relationships that existed between
teachers. In schools that exhibited characteristics of strong collegial support, a voice in
the operation of the school, and a voice in what they taught, greater job satisfaction
resulted.
Principals who are interested in seeking to improve their students’ level of
performance do themselves well to emphasize the importance of improving the school’s
culture by getting the relationships between themselves, their teachers, students and
parents right. McNeil et al. (2009) observed that school communities in which strong
collaborative, noncompetitive cultures existed, teachers tended to be highly motivated.
When schools have motivated teachers, success that equates into student achievement and
outcomes is obvious. Lee (2006) and Crane (2012) determined that teacher quality is
undeniably linked with the teachers’ perception of the environment in which they work.
Teacher satisfaction has a measurable influence on educational outcomes such as student
achievement. Teachers’ satisfaction with their work environment can also have a
bearing on their ability to deliver quality instruction. Cohen (2010) showed that a
school’s climate has a definite effect on the level of satisfaction a teacher has with their
employment. A teacher’s bond with the school, feelings of safety, student/teacher
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relations, and interactions with fellow adults are linked to the amount of job satisfaction a
teacher feels. Cohen, Pickeral, and McCloskey (2009) generated the cause of the
school’s cultural climate to be a primary influence on teacher performance and retention.
For teachers to feel comfortable in their environments, the climate must be positively
reinforcing to sustain teacher growth. Edgerson and Kristonis (2006) identified the trust
between teachers and principals as one of the most important factors in a positive
relational atmosphere. Armstrong (2012) hypothesized that the three most important
elements for teacher satisfaction are: 1) Collegial relationships, or the extent to which
teachers report having productive working relationships with their colleagues; 2) The
principal’s leadership, or the extent to which teachers report that their school leaders are
supportive and create school environments conducive to learning; and 3) School culture
or the extent to which school environments are characterized by mutual trust, respect,
openness, and a commitment to student achievement (pp. 3-4). Spanneut (2010) pointed
out that in an ideal PLC, teachers have the ability to share openly with other teachers on a
continual basis. These types of conversations and meetings lead to teachers’ increased
content and pedagogical knowledge and increased teacher morale. Ali, Zaman,
Tabassum, and Iqbal (2011) agreed with the previous research that when teachers feel a
sense of happiness in their working conditions, a by-product is the learning process for
students is positively affected. The Metlife-Teacher Survey (2011) expanded on the
favorable outcomes for students of teacher job satisfaction:
Teachers with low job satisfaction are also less likely to say that their school or
district provides adequate opportunities for professional development (72% vs.
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86%). They are more likely to report that, during the past 12 months, there has
been a decrease in professional development opportunities (33% vs. 20%), that
time to collaborate with other teachers has decreased (44% vs. 27%). (p. 25)
Teacher job satisfaction and its impact on student receptivity to learning are
positively reinforced by the presence of PLCs. Habeggar (2008) noted that PLCs
contribute significantly to both the collective and individual success of teachers and the
school. There will be a reduction of teacher isolation, a growth in sharing of best practice
among teachers, improved content knowledge of teachers, higher morale, increased job
satisfaction, better teacher retention rates, and overall more encouraging professionally
charged energy. Ackerman (2011) concluded that an essential component of the PLC
that relates to teacher job satisfaction is the allotment of scheduled school day time for
the purpose of sharing ideas and best practices. She referred to literature that is
consistent in pointing out the achievement of the PLC in relation to teacher job
satisfaction and its close correlation to the provision of meaningful and contractually
appropriate time for collaboration among educators. Aylsworth (2012) called attention to
school districts where collaboration was emphasized, the teacher retention rates were
noticeably higher. In districts where strong collegial relations were established compared
to district where strong collegial relationships were not established, teachers experienced
a stronger sense of personal satisfaction where those relationships were evident. The
Center for Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement (2009) provided data
showing that the following outcomes could be attributed to the establishment of effective
PLCs: less teacher isolation, increased commitment to the school’s mission and vision for
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student learning, shared obligation for student achievement, improved job satisfaction
and morale, and decreased teacher absenteeism.
Inasmuch that PLCs center on collaboration, they are widely influential on all
aspects of teaching and learning. The Breakthrough Collaborative (2012) stated that
when social capital is strong or the relationships between teachers in the building are built
on a high level of trust and consistent interactions among teachers, student performance
improves. The reading displayed evidence to suggest that an effective professional
learning community is a prevailing strategy for the improvement of teacher effectiveness
overall. Ackerman (2011) agreed with the finding in a study by Brown on teacher job
satisfaction and teacher’s perceived characteristics of teams in elementary, middle, and
high schools that revealed a positive relationship between perceived qualities of teams
and teacher job satisfaction. The study noted that extrinsic factors like principal
leadership within elementary and middle schools influenced teacher job satisfaction.
Whereas in high schools, intrinsic factors such as results-driven focuses influenced
teacher’s level of job satisfaction. Riddile (2013) adhered to findings that supported the
collaboration of teachers as a way of dramatically improving their teaching skills while
developing a shared commitment to one another. This commitment renders ownership,
which leads to student achievement and a more satisfied teacher. This ownership begets
personal responsibility for the desired outcomes of the student achievement and teacher
satisfaction.
School Climate
The National School Climate Center (2015) defines school climate as the quality
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and character of school life. The center defines the climate of a school as the routines of
students, parents, and the school personnel. School life is evidenced in the norms, goals,
values, relationships, and structures of the organization. Cohen (2010) concluded that a
positive climate supports the development and learning that is essential for youth to lead
satisfying and productive lives in society. Cobb (2014) expanded upon the extent to
which a school’s climate is directly tied to the norms, values, and expectations that foster
an environment of people feeling socially, emotionally and physically safe. The climate
is essentially the heart and soul of the school, which in the end determines the motivation
of the principal, teachers, students, and parents to remain active members of the school
community.
School climate is a multifaceted entity that encompasses the interconnectedness of
everyone in the community. Kozina, Rozman, Perse, and Leban (2008) inferred that a
school climate consists of the quality of interpersonal relations that exist between
students and teachers, the perceived safety of the school, the extent to which all
stakeholders feel they are involved in decision-making, and the level of expectations for
the learning of students. Macneil et al. (2009) believes that if a school’s culture is not
conducive to learning then student achievement will suffer. Ultimately, it is the duty of
the school’s principal to ensure that the learning environment is consistent with a culture
of teaching and learning. Barth (2006) reinforced the significance of adult interactions
within the school environment by describing the outcomes thusly:
The nature of the relationships among the adults within a school has a greater
influence on the character and quality of that school and on student
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accomplishment than anything else. If the relationships between the
administrators and teachers are trusting, generous, helpful, and cooperative, then
the relationships between teachers and students, between students and students,
and between teachers and parents are likely to be trusting, generous, helpful, and
cooperative. (p.9)
Cohen et al. (2009) identified four dimensions of school climate: safety, teaching and
learning, relationships, and environmental-structural as intricate dimensions for schools.
All four dimensions play a vital role in an individual’s experience in school. Cohen et al.
(2009) pointed out that when rules and norms concerning physical violence and verbal
abuse are communicated to the school community there is a greater sense of school
safety. This provides an understanding of what is appropriate and fair for all stakeholders
in the school environment. This positive atmosphere allows students and adult to feel a
sense of safety from physical harm or verbal abuse. Marshall (2004), asserts that it’s
believed that the research on school climate proposes that positive interpersonal
relationships and peak learning opportunities play a profound role for students in regards
to behavior and achievement.
To further substantiate the critical role of the principal in shaping the climate of a
school, research validates the positive correlation between positive school environments
and the principal. The climate of a school has a direct connection to the building level
principal. Research clearly indicates a correlation between the behaviors of the school
leader and school climate (Kelley & Daugherty, 2005). The central focus of successful
schools is on learning. A culture that allots opportunities for collaboration, supports risk-
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taking, and respect for all is essential for breeding an atmosphere of intellectual growth
and curiosity (Mohabir, 2009). In schools where high performance was evident,
principals were influential in creating a sense of community. The relationships that are
evident in the climate and culture of these schools are heavily impacted by the principal
(Macneil et al., 2009). Leaders of schools today are implementing and promoting the
effective model of the PLC to bring about school improvement. Leaders construct their
teams around the concepts of academic achievement, school culture, and capacity
building among teachers and leaders. Within the structure of the PLC, members openly
share similar goals, practices, beliefs, interests and value systems which empower them
to act as a unified body that strategically and collaboratively labors together to achieve a
chosen endeavor (Ryan, 2011).
Examples of recognized research support the importance of school climate as an
indispensable contributor to school success. Sparks (2005) indicated that quality teaching
and supportive relationships with adults and peers are imperative if students are to be
successful in the future. Cohen et al. (2009) pointed out that over 30 years of research
confirms that the learning climate for children is of great significance. Positive and
sustained climates created for children lead to better academic achievement and healthy
development of students. Kelley and Daugherty (2005) found that an instructional
program’s success hinges on the school’s climate. A climate that does not promote
harmony and a well-functioning school atmosphere will not produce the quality of
academic achievement needed to meet the demands of today’s schools. A positive school
climate is synonymous with fewer emotional and behavioral problems for students. This

32

type of climate cultivates encouraging educational and psychological results for not only
students but also school employees (Marshall, 2004). Hord (2009) discussed in a study
of PLCs, the relational human capacities that consist of the development of positive
attitudes, respect, and high esteem from all faculty and staff as they embark together on
professional and social happenings. Trust is a noteworthy aspect for the success of the
PLC and leaders are well served to build this important capital. Barth (2006)
summarized that, “In short, the relationship among the educators in a school defines all
relationships within that school’s culture. Teachers and administrators demonstrate all
too well a capacity to either enrich or diminish one another’s lives and thereby enrich or
diminish their schools” (p.8).
Principals in high performing schools demonstrated the ability to promote positive
school cultures by initiating activities that developed both students’ and teachers’
aptitude for learning and success. This feat was accomplished by principals creating a
powerful sense of belonging and illustrating a concise vision and direction for all
stakeholders (Habegger, 2008). Principals who regard student achievement as paramount
have to take the overall culture of their school into serious consideration. The National
School Climate Center (2007) recognizes that in order for schools to have success, school
leaders need to embrace the role of school climate in promoting relationships and
collaboration. When teachers gain an understanding of the importance of school climate,
students will benefit.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework under pending this research is Fullan’s Educational

33

Change Model. The premise for this framework is that there are four broad phases in the
change process. These phases consist of initiation, implementation, continuation, and
outcome (Fullan, 1982). Fullan (1982) contends that there are five factors that affect the
initiation phase of educational change:
1. Existence and quality of innovations
2. Access to innovations
3. Advocacy from central administration
4. Teacher advocacy
5. External change agents
In the implementation stage of the educational change process, three areas, the
characteristics of change, the local factors, as exerting a major influence on the desired
outcome (Fullan & Stigelbauer, 1991). The third phase of educational change is the
continuation. The factors that contribute to this aspect are based on the overall reaction
to the change, which depending on the circumstances, may be negative or positive. The
continuation is warranted if the change becomes a part of the processes of the school,
ignites a critical mass of educators who are skilled in instruction and committed, or has
promoted the development of procedures for continuing support (Fullan & Stigelbauer,
1991). The fourth and final phase depends upon the outcome. Four points of interest are
evident when evaluating the overall outcome. Active initiation and participation have to
be present. Also, pressure, support, and negotiation are all aspects of a positive outcome.
Changes in the skills, thinking, and commitment of the members should be present along
with a feeling of ownership among the members (Fullan & Stigelbauer, 1991).
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Shared and Supportive Leadership
The concept of effective leadership in schools being critical to the ultimate
success of the institution is not a new idea. A body of research indicates that effective
leadership contributes directly to effective schools. Whatever the model or plan
implemented to achieve improvement in a school, the degree to which the school is
successful in implementing any maintainable change depends very much on the efficacy
of the leader (Eaker & Gonzalez, 2006). The individual who is in the best position to
positively affect curriculum and evaluation processes is the principal. Principals must
move from an emphasis on the managerial workings of school leadership to an emphatic
focus on curriculum and instruction (Duze, 2012). Hord and Hirsch (2009) point out
seven approaches principals should take in supporting professional learning communities:
(1) emphasize to teachers that you know they can succeed together, (2) expect teachers to
keep knowledge fresh, (3) guide communities towards self-governance, (4) make data
accessible, (5) teach discussion and decision making skills, (6) show teachers the
research, and (7) take time to build trust (pp. 22-23). The foundation of the PLC holds the
principal accountable for bettering the attitudes of the faculty, abilities and in-field
content knowledge of faculty, establishing a culture of high expectations influenced by
those abilities and skills, and combining the seven approaches to produce relationships
that will benefit the school body as a collective unit (Cranston, 2009).
Shared Values and Vision
Principals as leaders of PLCs do not place their focus on rules and procedures, but
on establishing a shared values-based vision. The principal facilitates consensus building
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and conflict resolution through the collaborative creation of a vision for the school.
Identifying, promoting, and protecting a shared values and vision is the most pre-eminent
duty of the school leader (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). The shared values and vision that the
faculty adheres to dictates the decisions made about teaching and student learning. A
focus on these values and vision begets the norms of a self-aware, self-critical, and more
effective PLC taking advantage of the organization’s desire to continuously improve
(Morrissey, 2000). A primary element of the PLC is the shared mission, vision, and
goals that the school community embraces as its common purpose. With increased
learning for students as the central focus, the PLC creates a mutual vision for the changes
and improvements needed to bring those goals to fruition (Hord, 2008).
In the role of instructional leader, principals must delegate some of the
administrative duties to subordinates and turn more of their attention to directly
influencing the improvement of teaching and learning through preemptive instructional
supervision (Duze, 2012). Ruebel (2011) proposed that when members of the PLC are
focused on their individual continuous learning, which is established through a shared
vision, the educator is more inclined to keep a focus on student learning due to an
established school-wide focus. Accepting a mutual purpose is an essential aspect in the
principal’s duty of building a shared vision for the school and the PLC. Wilhelm (2010)
held the reasons for supporting a shared vision were essential to accept the vision:
Accountability for all students’ success continues to rise. As principals and
teachers attend conferences that spark a desire to transform their schools into
professional learning communities to improve student learning, shared leadership

36

becomes an urgent necessity. The principalship as a monarchy, holding sole
responsibility for all important decisions- with the “princes and princesses”
(individual teachers) in their sovereign classrooms engaging in private practice- is
an outdated and insufficient model. (p.22)
Principals of PLCs invite the faculty to become a part of the decision-making
process and empower individuals to act. Empowering teachers to act and including them
in the decision-making process are two of the essential practices an effective leader can
utilize. This process will lead to schools building a coalition of collaborators effecting
change (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). The power of the PLC is evident when educators
collaborate in a systematic manner to analyze and improve their instruction. This process
is an ongoing cycle of questions that lead to deeper team learning (Dufour, 2004). For
principals to ensure that PLCs exist and develop in their respective schools, principals
must facilitate close relationships among the members of the PLCs in a consistent and
continuous culture of collaboration (Duze, 2012). Kanold (2011) pointed out that true
leadership lies in the ability of the principal to foster a culture in which all educators
work in highly effective collaborative teams that have a desire to make meaningful
contributions to the overall success of the school. The teams are masters of capacity
developing by exerting their sphere of influence with all members of the faculty.
Collective Learning and Application
In a study of high-performing organizations, Collins (2005) concluded that these
organizations had simplified the process of becoming PLCs into a single organizing idea,
a basic principle, or a concept that led and unified everyone with a common purpose. In
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a PLC, the unifying theme is that the school’s purpose is to ensure that all students are
learning at a high level of academic achievement (Dufour et al., 2005). In a study of high
performing school systems around the world, Dufour and Mattos (2013) found that many
of these systems attributed their success to PLCs.
The essence of a PLC is a group of individuals who share and critique their
practice in an ongoing, reflective, collaborative, inclusive, learning-centered, growthdirected manner with the main focus being to enhance teacher effectiveness
professionally to ultimately benefit student learning outcomes (Watson, 2014). PLCs are
a means that affords educators the advantage of bonding to promote steady growth and
improvement in teaching. The differing ideas and perspectives of team members are
valued and shared with one another as they endeavor to accomplish common team goals
(Barton & Stepanek, 2012). According to Dufour et al. (2005), a PLC originates when
the following events occur:
It starts with a group of teachers who meet regularly as a team to identify essential
and valued student learning, develop common formative assessments, analyze
current levels of achievement, set achievement goals, share strategies, and then
create lessons to improve upon those levels. Furthermore, if there is anything that
the research community agrees on, it is this: The right kind of continuous,
structured teacher collaboration improves the quality of teaching and pays big,
often immediate, dividends in student learning and professional morale in
virtually any setting. (p. xii)
The motivating strength of the PLC is teamwork. The crux of this teamwork lies in the
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teachers’ ability and willingness to meet on a regularly scheduled basis to focus on the
intricacies of the lesson planning and alter them in accordance with the assessment of
their students’ learning preferences and capabilities (Ryan, 2011). Members of the
community have to view themselves and their counterparts as teammates who have to
work to support each other and address the trials of school life (Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory, 2012). Many (2009) found that teachers in schools with wellestablished PLCs worked to accomplish four objectives:
1. clarify the knowledge, skills, and dispositions all students must acquire
2.

monitor each student’s learning on a timely basis

3. provide systematic, timely, and directive interpretations when students do
not learn
4. develop strategies to enrich and extend the learning for students who are
proficient. (p.8)
In agreement with Many (2009), Claycomb (2013), reported that PLCs, when
implemented with fidelity, can be productive for schools, educators, and students.
Teachers have reported that they feel supported with their professional learning and tend
to be more committed and effective as teachers. Mednick (2004) observed that when
teachers engage in ongoing collaboration with peers, each teacher has the opportunity
continuously better instruction for all students. The sense of belonging that teachers
associate with being contributing members of the community cannot be minimized.
Teachers reported that the professionalism, encouragement, and success that came with
being a part of the educational team process created a sense of empowerment that only
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came as a result of being members of a team (Habegger, 2008). Dufour and Mattos
(2013) affirmed that team members
1. Take collective responsibility for student learning, help students achieve at
higher levels, and express higher levels of professional satisfaction.
2. Share teaching practices, make results transparent, engage in critical
conversations about improving instruction, and institutionalize continual
improvement.
3. Improve student achievement and their professional practice at the same time
that they promote shared leadership.
4. Experience the most powerful and beneficial professional development
5. Remain in the profession. (p.36)

According to Schmoker (2006), teachers do not learn best when schools or
districts pull in outside experts, by attending professional development, or by instituting
new programs and initiatives installed by outside entities. Teachers learn best from other
teachers, in situations where they have the opportunity to share and discuss the art of
teaching. Buffum and Hinman (2006) stated that, “In a professional learning community,
as one researcher suggested, teachers are no longer independent contractors loosely
affiliated by a parking lot, but rather are collaborative teams who share lessons and best
practices” (p.17). Stoll, Bolam, McMahon, Wallace, and Thomas (2006) asserted that
building teacher capacity is critical for school’s success. Building capacity is defined as
a sophisticated mixture of motivation, skill, positive learning, organizational conditions
and culture, and infrastructure of support. This powerful combination empowers
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individuals and schools to not only get involved, but also to sustain learning over the
course of time.
Shared Personal Practice
Throughout the literature on PLCs, the belief that teachers are better served in
their efforts to achieve greater student performance when they are provided the
opportunity to share with one another is consistent. Dufour and Mattos (2013) maintain
that teaching and learning go hand-in-hand. The cornerstone of improved student
learning is to ensure that solid teaching is taking place in more classrooms over time.
The most prevailing approach for improving both teaching and learning is not meddling
with teacher instruction but by fostering a collaborative culture and mutual accountability
provided by a PLC. Dufour and Dufour (2006) found that leaders who are most
effective with the PLC are skillful at encouraging autonomy and loose creativity within
well-defined structures. These leaders are able to create a culture of self-control with a
sense of creativity. They are encouraged to be molders of a culture that is committed to
learning in all aspects (Dufour & Dufour, 2006). The unique responsibility of principals
in nurturing plays an extremely important role in the overall development of PLCs, as
identified by the Southwest Educational Development Laboratory (2012) the principal is
to provide the support and resources needed for the success of the group. The principal
allows teachers to be actively involved in shared decision-making on substantive issues
and views teachers as leaders in the effort to improve the school (SEDL, 2012). Wilhelm
(2010) called attention to the ability of successful principals to understand the tough task
of knowing when to “step up” or give more direction and “stepping back” to act as a
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guide. Principals must act with sound intentions to balance their leadership with a desire
to create a high functioning team of teacher leaders who are trained to lead their fellow
colleagues. Dufour and Eaker (1998) declared that principals must make a concerted
effort to encourage participation in the decision-making processes of their schools.
Without the buy-in of teachers, principals will not be successful in fulfilling their
commitment to leadership. Dufour et al. (2004) acknowledged in a study on restructuring
design, that principals who led PLCs were prone to see gains in student achievement.
Furthermore, principals who led PLCs believed in empowering their teachers. The
establishment of a collegial culture is key to a relationship-oriented approach to school
culture (LaPrade, n.d.). Dufour and Mattos (2013) elaborated on the ability of teachers in
a PLC to increase the quality of instruction:
The PLC process also promotes shared leadership by empowering teams to make
important decisions. Teachers have a voice in determining the content they’ll
teach, how they’ll sequence the content, which instructional strategies they’ll
use, and how they’ll assess student learning. (p.38)
Supportive Conditions--Relationships
In PLCs, trust and professional respect for one another must exist if principals and
teachers are to achieve the initiatives they set out to accomplish. Cranston (2009) found
in a study done on the role of principals in the PLCs, principals pointed out that trust was
the most significant factor in the development of PLCs in their schools. Principals
believed trust in relationships between themselves and their faculties substantially
affected their abilities to provide a nurturing atmosphere for their PLCs (Cranston, 2009).
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On the other hand, according to Kise (2012), the leader should not assume that the
relationships within the school are strong and that trust resides among members of the
PLC. Teachers have to feel a certain level of comfort if they are able to share what is and
isn’t successful in their individual classrooms.
Relationships in any organization play an intricate role in the organization’s
realization of success. Sparks (2005) afforded the insight that one predictor of student
success in a school is the quality of relationships that exist among adults. Kanold (2011)
pointed out that being a transparent leader is an essential characteristic for trust-building
and motivation among team members. Leaders are to keep promises, exhibit
competence, establish reciprocal accountability, and personally commit to displaying
respect for others. Dufour and Eaker (1998) resolved that trust is inevitably what holds
an organization together. Principals in PLCs garner the trust of their members by
following through on putting their words into action. They ascertained the trust of their
teachers by modeling the attitudes and behaviors they called upon others to demonstrate.
Duze (2012) agreed that when true collegial collaboration exists amongst educators, trust
is established. When trust is present among professionals, the opportunity for more
complex activities can be established such as peer assessment, peer supervision, and peer
evaluation. Principals develop environments where members are free to voice their
disagreement (Duze, 2012). In actuality, this type of behavior is rewarded and accepted
as a part of the process of rewarding innovation and lessening the fear of failure (Gupton,
2003).
Supportive Conditions- Structures
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Effective principals in PLCs provide meaningful time during the school day to
provide the needed support for teachers to engage in collaborative conversations around
what is best for students. Time is considered by many to be the most challenging
obstacle any school may face in establishing and maintaining effective PLCs (Ruebel,
2011). Morrissey (2000) averred “supportive conditions” within the PLC must be
provided for faculty to achieve school goals. Time is provided for faculty to meet in
small and large group settings. Clear directions and processes are necessary to ensure
that concise communication is achieved. Building time into the regular school-day
schedule allows principals to exert their organizational control in a positive manner for
the PLC (Morrissey, 2000). The elimination of teacher-duty periods, extended lunches,
flexible teacher arrival times, early student dismissal or late arrivals, and special study
blocks are just a few methods utilized by principals to provide valued time for PLC
collaboration (Barton & Stepanek, 2012). Finding time for collaborative groups to work
in schools is of the highest necessity. It is also the responsibility of leadership to provide
this time if there is a true commitment to the improvement of student learning (Johnston,
Knight, & Miller, 2007).
Role of the Principal in the PLC
The concept of effective leadership in schools as being critical to the ultimate
success of the institution is not a new idea. Studies indicate that effective schooling
practices have a direct and positive connection that is indispensable to effective schools
and leadership. Whatever the model or plan implemented to achieve improvement in a
school, the degree to which the school is successful in implementing any maintainable
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change depends very much on an effective leader (Eaker & Gonzalez, 2006). The
individual who is in the best position to positively affect curriculum and evaluation
processes is the principal. Principals must move from an emphasis on the managerial
workings of school leadership to an emphatic focus on curriculum and instruction (Duze,
2012). The PLCs’ basis resides in the fact that the principal is accountable for bettering
the attitudes, abilities, and knowledge of faculty, for establishing a culture of high
expectations influenced by those abilities and skills, and for combining all those aspects
together to produce relationships that will benefit the school body as a collective unit
(Cranston, 2009).
Principals of PLCs do not place their focus on rules and procedures, but lead
through establishing shared vision and values. The principal facilitates consensus
building and conflict resolution by means of the shared creation of a vision for the school.
Identifying, promoting, and protecting a shared vision and values is the most significant
duty of the school leader (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). The shared values and vision that the
faculty adheres to, dictate the decisions made about teaching and student learning. A
focus on these values produces the norms of a self-aware, self-critical, and effective PLC
by taking advantage of the system’s desire to show sustainable improvement (Morrissey,
2000).
According to Dufour and Dufour (2006), the leaders who are most effective with
the PLC are skillful at encouraging autonomy and loose creativity within well-defined
structures. These leaders are able to create a culture of self-control with a sense of
creativity. They are encouraged to be molders of a culture that is committed to
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differentiated learning. According to SEDL (2012), principals play an important role in
encouraging the overall development of PLCs by providing the support and resources
needed for the success of the group. The principal allows teachers to be actively involved
in shared decision-making with substantive issues and accepts them as leaders in the
effort to improve the statistically learning-based gains of the school.
Dufour and Eaker (1998) believe that principals must make a concerted effort to
encourage participation in the decision-making processes of their schools. They
acknowledge that they will not achieve the success needed without the buy-in of teachers.
Dufour et al. (2004) acknowledged that a study on restructuring design, declared
principals that led PLCs were prone to have gains in student achievement. Furthermore,
principals that led those PLCs believed in empowering their teachers.
According to Morrissey (2000), in schools that have functioning PLCs,
expectations for the faculty and students are very high. The principal models these
expectations in their everyday conversation and actions. The expectations of the
principal are communicated at each PLC site. In terms of results for student learning,
anything less than high performance cannot be accepted (Morrissey, 2000). Routman
(2012) directed principals in high-performing schools to raise the expectations for what is
possible. By raising the expectations, a gradual shift in teachers’ and leaders’ selfefficacy is accomplished. The result of which is a transformation to statistically
significant achievement. Predetermined cycles of action prescribed for teachers are
evaluated by the team’s examination of the data and subsequent results in improved
student achievement. Principals should develop a process by which feedback on the
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process can be given and data can be shared on a regular basis. Multiple data sources and
the effective use of formative evaluation strategies are key to the successful
implementation of the PLC (Marx, 2005).
PLCs evaluate their effectiveness on the basis of results. The entire school’s
focus is on the improvement of student achievement. Goals are established by the team,
and work is put in to achieve those goals while evidence is provided periodically to
measure outcomes (Dufour, 2004). According to Schmoker (2006), a focus on learning
and assessment results offers leverage for improvement in teaching. When leaders are
focused on results, on encouraging a structured, frequent review of the impact of
instruction, teaching improves. Dufour and Eaker (1998) reiterated the importance of the
principals’ fixation on results. Principals must work with their faculty to communicate
clear and measurable goals and point out indicators that provide proof of progress and
develop systems for monitoring those indicators on an ongoing basis.
Schmoker (2006) observed, “When leadership is focused on results, on urging a
formal, frequent review of the impact of instruction, teaching improves” (p.126).
Furthermore, the collaborative teams of teachers have systems and processes created by
the principal that clarify the essential knowledge and skills expected of each student.
Principals also expect teachers to create common assessments designed to monitor the
progress of students and implement plans of school-wide interventions (Eaker &
Gonzalez, 2006). Other criteria invoke an in-place process to ensure teams clarify the
essential information for each course, grade level, and unit of instruction; establish
consistent pacing; and use common assessments to develop criteria they will use to judge

47

the quality of student work (Dufour, 2009).
Dufour (2009) summarized the essence of the PLC as consisting of the use of
student learning to identify individual students who need additional time and support, to
discover problematic areas of the curriculum. This process is paramount in helping each
member become aware of his or her instructional strengths and weaknesses (Dufour,
2009). Principals in PLCs have to be readily prepared to address the “current reality” of
the data. Jessie (2007) added a requisite behavior trait to the professional skills principals
must have, courage. They have to have the courage to confront those not carrying their
load on the team by keeping a constant focus on the data and student results. With
student data and teachers having clearly defined expectations of how to teach and what to
teach provided through PLCs will lead to a more gratifying teaching experience.
Summary
Educators in today’s schools certainly have a monumental task set before them.
The diverse learners and needs of those learners dictate a well-versed and highly
qualified teacher that has a mindset of continuous improvement. The PLC provides
schools and districts with an intentional means of truly affecting school culture, teacher
effectiveness, and student learning in a proactive and meaningful manner. The
Breakthrough Collaborative (2012) affirmed that “professional learning communities
have been embraced by educational organizations as a strategy that enables
administrators and teachers, through collaboration and peer learning, to analyze
challenges and come up with context-specific solutions to improve student achievement.”
Cowan (2009) observed that PLCs provide the infrastructure that builds up and nurtures
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continuous improvement among teachers and provides an avenue by which they can
achieve high levels of student achievement.
The role of the principal as an instructional leader within their respective schools
takes the forefront in any school’s transformation to a high-performing entity. Habegger
(2008) noted that principals in high performing schools are very conscious of their
school’s climate and culture and pointed out two specific activities that principals in these
schools focused on to create a positive culture. They fostered a sense of belonging and
provided a clear sense of direction to students, teachers, parents and members of the
community. Eaker and Gonzalez (2006) identified three strategies of leaders that have
successfully transformed their schools and districts into PLCs:
● Leaders of professional learning communities embrace learning rather
than teaching as the norm in their institutions. Their focus now moves
from inputs to outcomes and from intentions to results. Leaders must first
become the learning leader.
● Meaningful, sustainable improvement requires cultural changes, that is,
changes in the assumptions, beliefs, values, and habits that make-up the
accepted way of doing things in an organization. The absence of a
concerted effort to change the culture destines the organization to failure.
Leaders must be a shaper of culture.
● For valid and reliable functionality, the PLC must have leadership
distributed throughout the organization. In recognition of one of the most
important responsibilities of leader is to build others up and help them
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achieve their individual goals and the schools as well, leaders put their
successors in positions to be successful. Leaders are leaders of leaders
(pp. 7-8, 10).
The Center for Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement (2009) reported that
PLCs have at their heart a belief in teacher leadership and involvement in school
improvement efforts. This conviction goes hand and hand with a belief that improvement
in classroom instruction translates to raising student achievement. Dufour (2009) held
that a “systems approach” to school improvement is necessary to counteract the current
culture of isolation and independence which is representative many schools. Systems
thinking focuses on interdependence, connections, and interactions within a larger system
to create an influential system consistently geared toward improvement (Dufour, 2009).
Effective PLCs utilize teacher collaboration as a means of spreading best
practices from teacher-to-teacher as well as school-to-school, guaranteeing that additional
students will receive instruction that leads to higher achievement (Hirsh, 2012). DuFour
(2011) stated that when teachers effectively utilized their time together, they shared their
expertise with one another and made their expertise available to everyone for the
betterment of the entire school. Teachers take this time to establish clear benchmarks and
mutually agree upon measures to gauge their progress toward goal attainment. They
congregate to assess student data in a meaningful manner to make more informed
decisions on how to best meet student needs (Dufour, 2011). Often principals conduct
school-to-school visits for sharing strategies that work derived from the PLCs. Not only
is this effective for principals to visit other schools periodically, but this is a valuable
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process for teachers to view teachers in action from different schools and share best
practices. In schools that have productively functioning PLCs, expectations for the
faculty and students are very high. The principal models these expectations in their
everyday conversation and actions (Hirsh, 2012).
The expectations of the principal are communicated at each PLC site. Routman
(2012) found that principal’s in high-performing schools raised the expectation for what
is possible. The raising of expectations and shaping teachers’ and leaders’ self-efficacy is
a gradual shift, but once accomplished brings about the desired level of achievement.
Cycles of action with teachers should be accompanied by the team examining data and
evaluating results (Routman, 2012). Principals should develop a process by which
feedback on the process can be given, and data can be shared on a regular basis. Multiple
data sources and the effective use of formative evaluation strategies are critical to the
credibility of the purpose of the PLC (Marx, 2005).
The unique position of principals as direct supervisors and instructional leaders
responsible for the establishment of PLCs is attested to by Dumas (2010) and other
researchers of note. Kanold (2011) listed five specific leadership disciplines evident in
effective principals as they lead PLCs
1. Vision and values
2. Accountability and celebration
3. Service and sharing
4. Reflection and balance
5. Inspiration and influence (p.7)
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The time educators spend together during a PLC should not be taken for granted.
This time is sacred and has to be valued by all members of the PLC in order to protect the
integrity of the process. What makes a PLC effective, according to Jessie (2007), is how
educators respond to the needs of their individual schools. The PLC concept, often
misused or mistaken for a committee, in reality, is actually a process. A vital requirement
for strengthening the content of the work of the PLC and thereby improving the school is
the establishment of a collegial culture in which educators are empowered to talk about
practice, share their craft knowledge, and observe and cheer for the accomplishments of
each other (Barth, 2006). The absence of those characteristics will diminish any
meaningful improvement in curriculum development, teacher-capacity building, student
appraisal, team teaching, or sustained desirable change (Barth, 2006). Fullan (2011) had
earlier published a study with the same conclusion as to the necessity for collaboration to
be the cornerstone of the PLC success. Hoaglund, Birkenfeld, and Box (2014) concluded
that “Moving toward an environment of meaningful collaboration may be the single most
important factor for sustaining successful school improvement” (p.527).
This research was guided by the five crucial studies that examined the link
between established PLCs and student achievement, school culture and climate and its
impact on teacher job satisfaction, and PLCs and their relationship to teacher job
satisfaction. The following summaries provide the title of the research, demographic
information, purpose of the research, and the findings of research studies provided in the
previous literature.
Title of Study: Hughes & Kristonis (2007). Professional Learning Communities
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and the Positive Effects on Student Achievement: A National Agenda for Student School
Improvement.
Demographic Information: A sample population consisting of 64 Texas high
schools with established PLCs was researched.
Findings: Almost all high schools that were functioning as PLCs improved in
their Mathematics and Reading/ English Language Arts Texas Assessment of Knowledge
Skills. The research measured achievement scores from 2004 -2006.
Title of Study: McNeil et al. (2009). The effects of school culture and climate on
student achievement.
Demographic Information: A sample population consisting of 29 schools in a
large suburban district in southeast Texas was analyzed. Of those involved in the study
24,684 were students and 1,727 teachers. Sixteen schools were identified as Exemplary,
Seven Recognized, Six Acceptable, and none as Low Performing according to the state of
Texas.
Findings: The findings of this study suggest that students achieve higher scores on
standardized test in schools with healthy learning environments.
Title of Study: Alysworth (2012). Professional learning communities: An analysis
of teacher participation in a PLC and the relationship with student academic achievement.
Demographic Information: 10 PLCs within one high school in the state of Iowa
were tracked from 2007 – 2011.
Findings: 7 of 10 PLCs improved student learning after becoming a PLC. No
relationship existed between participation in a PLC and student failures. No consistent
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correlation existed between student learning results from effective PLCs and those that
were not considered effective.
Title of Study: Ackerman (2011). The Impact of Teacher Collaboration in a
Professional Learning Community on Teacher Job Satisfaction.
Demographic Information: A qualitative study of a Northern New England high
school (9-12) in a rural setting with a school population of 1093 students was analyzed.
Findings: Ideal collaborative time and job satisfaction emerged as core themes.
Scheduled collaboration provided structure for developing strategies for meeting
students’ needs and principal support for collaboration was shown to enhance teacher job
satisfaction. Lastly, teachers also cited improved practices and enhanced collegial
relationships as additional sources of job satisfaction.
Title of Study: Kozina et al. (2008). The school climate as a predictor of the
achievement in TIMSS Advanced Study: A students’, teachers’, and principals’
perspective.
Demographic Information: 82 Secondary schools, 1097 students preparing for
Physics exams, and 2156 students preparing for Mathematics exams in Slovenia were
involved in the study.
Findings: The study confirmed a strong connection between teachers’ and
principals’ perception of school climate and achievement in TIMSS Advanced. The
study also highlighted important differences between teachers’ and principals’ evaluation
of the school climate.
Gaps still exist in the research in regards to the characteristics of the PLCs that are
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most impactful for leaders in reference to the establishment of successful PLCs. As
leaders begin the process of establishing or strengthening their PLCs, identifying which
characteristics are essential for the PLCs overall success and effectiveness is of grave
importance. Also, the literature is clear in regards to the correlation of teacher job
satisfaction with student achievement, with teacher collaboration identified as a key
characteristic. The research has clearly shown that PLCs entail more than just teacher
collaboration. Gaps in the research do not discuss in detail the correlation between the
characteristics of a true PLC and its relationship to teacher job satisfaction and student
achievement. Hopefully, this research will shed more light on this important topic.
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Introduction
The purpose of this study is twofold: first, to investigate the relationship between
educators’ perceptions of six theoretical dimensions of a Professional Learning
Community (PLC) and their satisfaction with teaching; and, second, to determine
whether or not this relationship is moderated by the school context in which these
educators work. From these purposes, the following research questions derive:
1. To what extent do responding teachers and other educators perceive each of six
dimensions of a professional learning community to be equally well represented at
their schools, both across all respondents and by respondents nested within highand low-achieving schools’ contexts?
2. Across all respondents and by respondents grouped according to gender, age,
ethnicity, level of educational attainment, years of experience, and school tenure,
what is the level of job satisfaction that teachers and other educators report about
their current assignment?
3. What is the relationship, if any, between teachers’ and other educators’ perceptions
of each of six dimensions of a professional learning community at their schools
and their overall level of job satisfaction?
4. Does the strength of relationship between teachers’ and other educators’
perceptions of each of six dimensions of a professional learning community at
their schools and their level of job satisfaction differ by the school context as highor low-achieving?
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Discussed in the sections following are this study’s research design, intended population
and sampling, instrumentation, data collection procedures, and prospective data analysis
by research question. A summary of the main points concludes the chapter.
Research Design
A non-experimental study that uses surveys to generate data, this study’s research
design may be called correlational in the sense that its intent is not to establish causality
but merely to demonstrate linkages between two or more variables using statistical
measures of association (McMillan, 2012). In this study, relationships are sought by
combining respondents’ scores on The Professional Learning Communities Assessment Revised (Oliver, Hipp, & Huffman, 2008)—an instrument designed to capture teachers’
perceptions of their principal, staff, and stakeholders with respect to Hord’s (2004) sixdimensional model of what constitutes a professional learning community (PLC)—with a
single score obtained on the twenty-item “Satisfaction with Teaching” scale taken from
the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire (Bentley & Remple, 1968, 1980). Given the scores
derived from these two instruments, this study uses statistical measures of association to
determine whether teachers’ and other educators’ perceptions of each of the six
dimensions of a PLC are related to their self-reported level of job satisfaction and to
assess the degree to which this relationship is constant across high- or low-achieving
school contexts or interacts with or is moderated by such contexts.
Population and Sample
The population for this study consisted of accredited West Tennessee Secondary
schools in 2014-2015 school year. Twenty-seven superintendents in twenty West
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Tennessee counties received an email correspondence requesting permission for their
Secondary school to participate in this study. Secondary schools were chosen because
the researcher needed to be able to draw comparison between high and low performing
schools. Elementary schools did not have enough variability in high and low performing
schools to be viable for this study. When permission was granted, 18 high school
principals and 19 middle school principals were selected. These principals received a
letter of recruitment and a link to Survey Monkey to disseminate to their respective
faculties. These schools were chosen because of their 2013-2014 TVAAS overall 3-year
composite scores. This data is available on the Tennessee Department of Education
Website. Schools with an overall composite of 5 are considered to be high performing.
Schools with an overall 3-year composite of 1 or 2 are considered to be low performing.
School-level TVAAS Composites are scores that assess growth at the school level. For
2013-2014, school-level composites were used for the evaluation of educators for whom
school-level reporting was required. Scores are reported on a 1-5 scale and will count for
25% of the overall level of effectiveness for teachers and 35% of the overall level of
effectiveness for administrators who have chosen school-level composites for their
growth measure. Secondary schools’ overall composite scores consist of the three- year
averages with TVAAS data in the following areas for high school: Algebra I, Algebra II,
Biology I, English I, English II, English III, US History, and Chemistry. In Middle
School, 3-year averages with TVAAS data are derived from the following: EOC Math,
Reading/Language, Science, Social Studies, and Algebra I (EOC) (Tennessee Department
of Education, 2015).
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The survey consisted of a consent agreement, general teacher demographic
information, PLC Questionnaire, and The Purdue teacher Opinionnaire. Thirteen high
schools and 15 middle schools responded to the survey request. Data was then entered
into SPSS for disaggregation.
Instrumentation
Two questionnaires were employed to measure this study’s independent and
dependent variables: the former being Olivier and Hipp’s (2010) Professional Learning
Community Assessment –Revised and the latter being the 20-item “Satisfaction with
Instruction” subscale extracted from Bentley and Remple’s (1968) Purdue Teacher
Opinionaire.
To measure the extent to which schools have in practice achieved the
characteristics that Hord and her colleagues have identified as being critical to a PLC’s
success, the Professional Learning Community Assessment –Revised (PLCA-R) is a 52item instrument that attempts to overcome many of the psychometric and substantive
shortcomings of its two predecessors: the first being Hord’s School Professional Staff as
Learning Community Questionnaire (1996) and the second being the first iteration of the
Professional Learning Community Assessment (Huffman & Hipp, 2003).
More analytic rubric than questionnaire, Hord’s own School Professional Staff as
Learning Community Questionnaire (1996) was intended to measure the extent to which
a school had addressed each of 17 “descriptors” linked to the five PLC imperatives
following:
1. the collegial and facilitative participation of the principal, who shares leadership,
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power, authority, and decision making with the staff (measured by two
descriptors);
2. a shared vision that is developed from the staff's unwavering commitment to
students' learning and that is consistently articulated and referenced for the staff's
work (measured by three descriptors);
3. learning that is done collectively to create solutions that address students' needs
(measured by five descriptors);
4. the visitation and review of each teacher's classroom practices by peers as a
feedback and assistance activity to support individual and community
improvement (measured by two descriptors); and
5. physical conditions and human capacities that support such an operation
(measured by five descriptors).
Within a decade, the popularity of the PLC as a school improvement tool and the
need to assess the maturity of such communities with greater precision led to the
development of a more fine-grained instrument, the Professional Learning Community
Assessment or PLCA (Huffman & Hipp, 2003). Cast in the form of 45 statements to
which respondents were to express their level of agreement on a four-point Likert-type
scale. This new instrument was designed to elicit the perceptions of a school’s principal,
staff, and stakeholders with respect to school-level practices relating to six constructs:
Shared and Supportive Leadership, Shared Values and Vision, Collective Learning and
Application, Shared Personal Practice, Supportive Conditions: Relationships and
Supportive Conditions: Structure. To ensure the instrument’s content validity, a panel
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consisting of 76 expert educators was chosen to offer its perceptions as to the importance
of 45 statements nominated for inclusion in the instrument. Instructed to rate each item
as either “high,” “medium,” or “low” in importance and to comment freely on each
item’s value, the panel declared the significance of 98% of the items to be “high,” and the
significance of only one of the items to be “medium.” (Huffman & Hipp, 2003).
After five years in circulation, the 45-item PLCA was revised and seven items
pertinent to the utilization and analyses of data were added. Aligned with Hord and
Hirsh’s (2008) assertion that “Staff learning precedes student learning, and its focus
derives from the study of both student and staff” (p. 29), this Professional Learning
Community Assessment- Revised (PLCA-R) was the instrument finally selected as this
study’s measure of a PLC’s quality. Yielding six means—each mean an index of one the
instrument’s six constituent constructs—the PCLA-R capitalizes on previous studies of
the PCLA’s content validity and has in large-scale studies been shown to manifest high
levels of internal consistency reliability: specifically, Shared and Supportive Leadership
(.94); Shared Values and Vision (.92); Collective Learning and Application (.91); Shared
Personal Practice (.87); Supportive Conditions-Relationships (.82); and Supportive
Conditions-Structures (.88). For a copy of the instrument, the reader is directed to
Appendix A.
Measuring 10 factors in Likert-type format, the Purdue Teacher Opinionaire
(Bentley & Rempel, 1980) is a standardized instrument that solicits teachers’ level of
agreement with a series of 100 items. All aimed at assessing some facet of teacher
morale, the items in varying numbers have as their targets the 10 domains following
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Teacher Rapport with the Principal, Rapport among Teachers, Teacher Salary, Teacher
Load, Curriculum Issues, Teacher Status, School Facilities and Services, Community
Support, Community Pressures and, last but not least, Satisfaction with Teaching. In the
context of the PLO, satisfaction with teaching pertains to teachers’ relationships with
students and concerns, in particular, their satisfaction with being students’ instructor. In
terms of morale, the higher morale teacher loves to teach, feels competent in his/her job,
enjoys his/her students, and believes in the future of teaching as a profession.
Bentley and Rempel (1968) reported that the test-retest reliability for the overall
PLO was .87, with the reliability coefficients for the 10 subscales ranging from .62 to .88.
However, Bentley and Rempel go on to note that fully nine of the 10 subscales had testretest coefficients greater than .75, with the weakest coefficient (r = 0.62) observed for
the Community Pressure subscale. According to Purdue University, permission is no
longer needed to use the PLO because the copyright protection has expired, an indicator
of the PLO’s validity as a research measure. For a copy of the Satisfaction with Teaching
subscale, the reader is directed to Appendix B.
Data Collection
Twenty-seven superintendents in 20 West Tennessee counties received an email
correspondence requesting permission for their Secondary school to participate in this
study in March of 2015. When permission was granted, 18 high school principals and 19
middle school principals were selected to receive email correspondence regarding the
survey. These principals received a letter of recruitment and a link to Survey Monkey to
disseminate to their respective faculties during in March of 2015. Thirteen high schools
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and 15 middle schools responded to the survey request. The data was collected,
downloaded, and entered into SPSS in April of 2015.
Data Analysis
After means have been computed for each item scale constituting the Professional
Learning Communities Assessment – Revised (PLCA-R), the resulting means will be
compared in SPSS using a one-way Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (RANOVA) to determine whether each of the six PLC dimensions are equally well
represented at the teachers’ schools, as stated in Research Question 1. If the omnibus test
was statistically significant, follow-up testing was employed to the dependent t-test
procedures to determine which particular dimensions are higher or lower than others.
With respect to Research Question 2, a mean for the construct “teacher job satisfaction”
was computed from relevant items on the Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire, both for all
respondents as well as for select subgroups of respondents. Depending on the number of
levels encompassed by the demographic characteristic (two or more than two), subgroup
means were compared using either the independent t-test or the Analysis of Variance.
For Research Question 3, correlations were obtained all six PLC_R dimensions measured
and the index of job satisfaction obtained on the Purdue instrument. In turn, a multiple
regression analysis was conducted, using the six PLC dimensions as predictor variables
and the job satisfaction index as the criterion variable. Finally, differences by school
locale in the strength of relationship between teachers’ perceptions of each of six
dimensions of a PLC at their schools and their level of job satisfaction were determined,
first, by obtaining correlations between the two sets of variables by school type as high or
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low performing, second, by applying the Fisher r to z procedure to pairs of correlations.
Summary
This chapter included a description of the study, research design, population and
sampling, instrumentation, data collection procedures, and planned analysis of the data.
The overall purpose of this study was twofold: first, to investigate the relationship
between educators’ perceptions of Hord’s six dimensions of a Professional Learning
Community (PLC) and their satisfaction with teaching; and, second, to determine
whether or not this relationship is significantly moderated by the school context in which
these educators work. In Chapter 4, the results of the data analyses are presented by each
of the four research questions.
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Chapter 4: Findings
The overall purpose of this study is twofold: first, to investigate the relationship
between educators’ perceptions of Hord’s six dimensions of a Professional Learning
Community (PLC) and their satisfaction with teaching; and, second, to determine
whether or not this relationship is significantly moderated by the school context in which
these educators work. Deriving from this overall purpose are the four specific research
questions following:
1. To what extent do responding teachers and other educators perceive each of six
dimensions of a professional learning community to be equally well represented at
their schools, both across all respondents and by respondents nested within highand low-achieving schools’ contexts?
2. Across all respondents and by respondents grouped according to gender, age,
ethnicity, level of educational attainment, years of experience, and school tenure,
what is the level of job satisfaction that teachers and other educators report about
their current assignment?
3. What is the relationship, if any, between teachers’ and other educators’ perceptions
of each of six dimensions of a professional learning community at their schools
and their overall level of job satisfaction?
4. Does the strength of relationship between teachers’ and other educators’
perceptions of each of six dimensions of a professional learning community at
their schools and their level of job satisfaction differ by the school context as highor low-achieving?
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After a brief description of the sample of teachers and other educators who chose
to participate in this study, the chapter will then turn to outlining the analytic procedures
and providing the statistical outcomes pertinent to answering the four research questions
previously described. A brief synopsis of what was learned from these analyses will
conclude the chapter.
Description of Sample
As noted in Table 1, over 300 individuals—of whom over three-fourths were
teachers (84.4%) and the remainder principals, assistant principals and “other” school
personnel (15.6%)—provided at least some usable data with respect to responding to the
study’s four research questions. In terms of their genders, nearly 70% of all respondents
identified themselves as female (69.4%) and the rest male (29.3%). As regards their
declared ethnicities, Whites/Caucasians (at 83.1%) were observed to outnumber those of
other ethnicities/races by nearly 5-to-1, the most numerous of these “other” ethnicities
being African American (15.7%). In terms of their years as an educator, the group was
slightly skewed towards those having more rather than less experience, with over 60% of
the sample having been in education more than 10 years (62.2%) and the remainder
having been in education 10 or fewer years (35.8%). Regarding school tenure, a little less
than half of the respondents had been in their current positions five or fewer years
(46.9%), with those remaining about equally divided between having six to 10 years’
tenure (23.1%) or more than 10 years’ tenure (29.0%). Regarding highest level of degree
attainment, a little more than one-third of the sample had at least a Bachelor’s Degree or
a Bachelor’s Degree plus additional semester hours (38.1%), while the remainder
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professed to have at least a Master’s Degree or some level of formal education above the
Master’s Degree (61.2%). Finally, in terms of the educational contexts in which these
respondents’ judgments were formed, about 30% of the sample were associated with
secondary schools classified as high-achieving (28.3%, n of schools = 9), with the rest
linked to secondary schools categorized as low-achieving (71.7%, n of schools = 10).
Data gathered from this convenience sample of teachers and administrators were
analyzed using the parametric statistical procedures described in the third chapter. Results
issuing from these procedures—namely, the Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (RANOVA) with dependent t-tests serving as follow-up, the independent t-test, and
correlation, regression, and tests of difference between independent correlations—have
been organized into a series of tables and graphs and, with respect to the four research
questions previously mentioned, sequentially presented in the following narrative.
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Table 1
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample (N = 307)
Variable
Position at this School
Teacher
Other
Gender
Male
Female
Not Answered
Age
20–45 years
Over 45 years
Not Answered
Ethnicity
African-American
White/Caucasian
Other Ethnicity/Not answered
Years as an Educator
1 to 10 years
11 to 20 years
More than 20 years
Not Answered
Years in Current Position
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
More than 10 years
Not Answered
Highest Degree
Below Masters
Masters or above
Not answered
School Achievement Level
High Achieving (1 or 2)
Low Achieving (4 or 5)
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n

%

259
48

84.4
15.6

90
213
4

29.3
69.4
1.3

158
144
3

51.5
47.6
1.0

48
255
4

15.7
83.1
1.3

110
99
92
6

35.8
32.2
30.0
2.0

144
71
89
3

46.9
23.1
29.0
1.0

117
188
2

38.1
61.2
0.7

87
220

28.3
71.7

Research Question 1
To what extent do teachers and other educators perceive each of six dimensions
of a professional learning community to be equally well represented at their schools, both
across all respondents and by respondents nested within high- and low-achieving
schools?
Inspection of the scale means presented in Table 2 and graphed in Figure 1
suggests at least some variation in the way that respondents assessed the extent to which
the PLC dimensions were being adequately represented at their schools. While the means
computed for four of the six dimensions appear to differ little, if at all, markedly lower
than the other four appear to be the two means associated with the dimensions “Shared
Personal Practice” (M = 3.07, SD = 0.56) and “Supportive Conditions; Structures” (M =
3.00, SD = .0.51). Additionally, it is to be noted that inspection of the scale means
obtained for the respondents grouped by school membership indicates little if any
departure from the overall pattern, although it would seem that respondents in the lowachieving school subgroup appear systematically to assess their institutions’ investment
in PLCs somewhat more positively than do their counterparts in the high-achieving
school subgroup. This pattern may be discerned both in terms of the relatively higher bars
linked to the low-achieving school subgroup in Figure 2 as well as negatively-signed
effects (gs) in Table 1, computed in part from subtracting the six scale means obtained for
the low-achieving school subgroup from the six scale means obtained for the high
achieving school subgroup.
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Table 2
Means and Standard Deviations on the Six Dimensions of a Professional Learning
Community, across All Respondents and by Respondents Grouped within School
Achievement Levels

PLC Dimension

All
Respondents
(N = 307)

High
Achieving
Schools
(n = 85)

Low
Achieving
Schools
(n = 222)

G

M

SD

M

SD

M

SD

Shared & Supportive
Leadership

3.16

0.53

3.08

0.53

3.19

0.53

0.21

Shared Vision &
Values

3.15

0.51

3.05

0.52

3.19

0.50

0.28

Collective Learning &
Application

3.16

0.47

3.11

0.53

3.18

0.45

0.14

Shared Personal
Practice

3.07

0.56

2.98

0.60

3.11

0.54

0.24

Supportive Conditions
Relationships

3.20

0.56

3.08

0.61

3.24

0.53

0.29

Supportive Conditions:
Structures

3.00

0.51

2.88

0.57

3.05

0.48

0.35
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Figure 1. Barchart of means obtained across all respondents on six professional learning
community dimensions.
As stated in the Table 3 note, formal testing of the six dimensions using the RANOVA procedure and involving all 307 respondents confirmed what cursory inspection
had indicated and pointed to one or more pairs of statistically significant differences in
the scale means (Λ = .784, F(5, 302) = 16.62, p < .001, ηp2 = .216). Use of the dependent
t-test procedure to test for differences among the 15 pairs of dependent means revealed
about 60% (that is, 9/15) of such differences to be statistically significant at corrected
alpha levels (that is, p = .05/15 or p < .003). Consistent with what was observed from
inspecting the accompanying Figure 1 and Table 2, all of these differences
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Figure 2. Barchart of means obtained for respondent subgroups by high achieving and
low achieving school types on six professional learning community dimensions
appear to relate to the less positive assessments of “Shared Personal Practice” and
“Supportive Conditions: Structures,” with the smallest of these having to do with the
contrast between these two aforementioned dimensions (correlated d = 0.13) and the
largest of these having to do with the contrast between the support for PLC stemming
from interpersonal “relationships” as opposed to institutional “structures” (correlated d =
0.35).
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Table 3
Summary of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance and Post Hoc Testing of Means
across Six Professional Learning Community Dimensions: All Respondents

Comparison of the R-ANOVA results presented in Table 4 (for high-achieving
schools) and Table 5 (for low-achieving schools) with those presented for all respondents
in Table 3 reaffirms the notion that only minor variations in the overall pattern of
differences attach to the schools grouped by level of achievement. For both groups of
schools, formal testing of the six dimensions using the R-ANOVA pointed to one or more
pairs of statistically significant differences in the scale means. For the high achieving
schools, the omnibus results were highly statistically significant (Λ = .748, F(5, 80) =
5.40, p < .001, ηp2 = .252) and use of the dependent t-test procedure to test for differences
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among the 15 pairs of correlated means revealed some 33% (that is, 5/15) of such
differences to be statistically significant at corrected alpha levels (that is, p = .05/15 or p
< .003). Consistent with what was observed from inspecting Figure 2 and Table 2, all of
these differences appear to relate to these educators’ less positive assessments of the
states of “Shared Personal Practice” and “Supportive Conditions: Structures” at their
schools, with the smallest of these differences having to do with the contrast between
“Collective Learning and Application” and “Shared Personal Practice” (correlated d =
0.23) and the largest of these having to do with the contrast between “Collective Learning
and Application” and “Supportive Conditions: Structure” (correlated d = 0.43). For the
low achieving schools, the omnibus results were also highly statistically significant (Λ =
.787, F(5, 217) = 11.78, p < .001, ηp2 = .213) and use of the dependent t-test procedure to
test for differences among the 15 pairs of correlated means revealed about 47% (that is,
7/15) of such differences to be statistically significant at corrected alpha levels (that is, p
= .05/15 or p < .003). Consistent with what was observed from inspecting Figure 2 and
Table 2, all of these differences likewise appear to relate to these educators’ less positive
assessments of the state of “Shared Personal Practice” and “Supportive Conditions:
Structures” at their schools, with the smallest of these differences having to do with the
contrast between “Collective Learning and Application” and “Shared Personal Practice”
(correlated d = 0.13) and the largest of these having to do with the contrast between
“Supportive Conditions: Relationships” and “Supportive conditions: Structure”
(correlated d = 0.37).
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Table 4
Summary of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance and Post Hoc Testing of Means
across Six Professional Learning Community Dimensions: High Achieving Schools

Including the respondents’ high-or low-achieving school membership and rerunning
these data as a “mixed” or “one-between groups/one within groups ANOVA” rather than
a one-factor Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance corroborated the sense that the
pattern of differences between means was statistically the same for both subgroups.
Signifying this outcome in the mixed ANOVA model was the non-significant result
observed for the test of the interaction of the difference between the six means by
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Table 5
Summary of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance and Post Hoc Testing of Means
across Six Professional Learning Community Dimensions: Low Achieving Schools

group membership (Λ = .969, F(5, 301) = 1.94, p =.088, ηp2 = .031). As signified by the
size of the partial eta squared statistic, the effect of group membership in a highachieving or low-achieving school was, on the pattern of differences in the six-dimension
means was near zero.
Research Question 2
Across all respondents and by respondents grouped according to gender, age,
ethnicity, level of educational attainment, years of experience, and school tenure, what is
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the level of job satisfaction that teachers and other educators report about their current
assignment?
As measured on a 4-point, Likert-type scale, respondents’ average response to the
20 items constituting the “Satisfaction with Teaching” subscale of the Purdue Teacher
Opinionative (M = 3.32, SD = 0.41) suggested a high level of satisfaction with their jobs
that was consistent across the six respondent subgroups named in the research question
(see Table 6). When a test value of 3.0 was used, the results of a “one-sample” t-test
indicated an average response to all 20 items significantly higher than one denoting only
“probable agreement” (t(294) = 13.36, p <.001) At the same time, when a test value of
3.5 was used, the results of a second “one-sample” t-test indicated an average response to
all items that was not quite halfway between one denoting only “probable agreement”
and one denoting perfect or “definite agreement” t(294) = -7.69, p <.001).
As presented in Table 6, conducting multiple independent t-tests by respondents’
gender, age, ethnicity, level of educational attainment, years of experience, and school
tenure pointed to statistical outcomes that were systematically non-significant without
correction of the alpha level (that is, .05/6 or p < .008) and revealed effects that were
either trivial—i.e., the two observed for tenure (g = 0.14) and age (g = 0.15)—or near
zero—i.e., the three observed for gender (g = -0.01), years of experience (g = -0.02) and
level of education (g = 0.05). A comparison the means observed for white respondents
(M = 3.30, SD = 0.42) versus those observed for those of “other” ethnicities (M = 3.42,
SD = 0.35) pointed to a more robust between-group difference in satisfaction, but that
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difference was only marginally statistically significant and its effect small at best (t(289)
= -1.95, p = .05, g = -0.31).
Research Question 3
What is the relationship, if any, between teachers’ and other educators’
perceptions of each of six dimensions of a professional learning community at their
schools and their overall level of job satisfaction?
A review of the correlation matrix presented in Table 7 reveals statistically
significant, if only small-to-moderate, relationships between measures of the six PLC
dimensions and the Purdue instrument’s 20-item “satisfaction with teaching” subscale. Of
the six correlations with this subscale, the highest is observed for “Shared and Supportive
Leadership” and job satisfaction (r = .343, p < .001) and the lowest is observed for
“Shared Personal Practice and job satisfaction (r = .219, p < .001). Taking into account
the strong inter-correlations among respondents’ PLC scores that are also shown in Table
7, the first block of a hierarchical regression of the six PLC scores on job satisfaction in
Table 8 shows that, collectively, the six PLC measures explain about 14% of the variation
in job satisfaction—overall, a good “fit” of the regression model with the data (F(6, 288)
= 7.54, p < .001, R2 = .136)--but that only one of the six PLC dimensions stands apart as
statistically significant predictor of the outcome: namely, the aforementioned “Shared
and Supportive Leadership” dimension, the one with initially the highest correlation with
the outcome (β = .0.24, t = 2.25 p = .03, 95% CI. = .02 to .35).
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Table 6
Summary of t-test Comparisons for All Respondents and by Six Respondent Subgroups
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Table 7
Pearson Product Moment Correlations between Six PLC Dimensions and Satisfaction
with Teaching Scale for all Respondents
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Table 8
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Summary of Six PLC Dimensions and School
Achievement Level on Satisfaction with Teaching Scale
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As was the case with the PLC means obtained for high-achieving and lowachieving schools and explored in the context Research Question 1, both the pattern and
the magnitude of the inter-correlations between measures, although not identical, are
nevertheless very similar across the two groups (compare Tables 9 and 10). Also,
harkening back to the outcomes observed with respect to Research Question 1, adding the
single variable “school membership” into the second block of the hierarchical multiple
regression shown in Table 8 indicates that, for this study, a teacher’s level of satisfaction
does not appear to be contingent on his/her school membership. This is to say that
knowing whether he/she is nested within a high or low achieving school does not
contribute significantly to explaining additional variation in job satisfaction, once the six
PLC outcomes regressed on job satisfaction in Block 1 have been taken into account (F
Change (1, 287) = 2.46, p =.117).
Research Question 4
Does the strength of relationship between teachers’ and other educators’
perceptions of each of six dimensions of a professional learning community at their
schools and their level of job satisfaction differ by the school context as high- or lowachieving?
As previously mentioned, inspection of the matrices presented in Tables 9 and 10
indicate only minor differences between the correlations observed between measures by
school achievement level. As shown in Table 11, formal testing of the six pairs of
correlations using the Fisher r to z transformation confirms what inspection suggests:
namely, membership in a high or low performing school does not in any way appear to
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Table 9
Pearson Product Moment Correlations between Six PLC Dimensions and Satisfaction
with Teaching Scale for Respondents in High Achieving Schools
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Table 10
Pearson Product Moment Correlations between Six PLC Dimensions and Satisfaction
with Teaching Scale for Respondents in Low Achieving Schools

moderate the strength of relationship between teachers’ perception of the six PLC
dimensions and their level of job satisfaction.
Comparable to this method of one-by-one testing of each correlation pair, the creation of
a set of six “interaction” terms and the inclusion of those terms in a third block of
variables entered subsequent to the two blocks presented in Table 8 produces like results
in the context of multiple regression. As can be seen in Table 12, no more variation in job
satisfaction is explained by the inclusion of the six additional terms in a third and final
block of variables as denoted by the non-significant change in R2 (F Change(6, 281) =
1.47, p = .187).
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Table 11
Results of Testing the Difference between Independent Correlations for Six PLC
Dimensions and Satisfaction with Teaching by Respondents’ School Achievement Level
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Table 12
Hierarchical Multiple Regression Summary of Six PLC Dimensions, School Achievement
Level, and the Interactions of these Variables on Satisfaction with Teaching Scale
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Summary
Of the six PLC dimensions theorized by Hord, the 307 respondents in this study
suggested that two such dimension—namely, “Shared Personal Practice” and “Supportive
Conditions: Structures”—tended systematically to be underrepresented at their schools:
irrespective of their schools’ categorization as either high- or low-achieving. As
anticipated, statistically significant positive relationships were observed between all six
PLC dimensions and the mean on a 20-item measure of “satisfaction with teaching.”
However, when the means on the six PLC dimensions were simultaneously entered as
predictor variables into a multiple regression model using “satisfaction with teaching” as
the criterion, the only PLC dimension that proved to significant relationship with the
outcome while controlling for the other five was “Shared and Supportive Leadership.” As
with the means on the PLC measure, a schools’ status as either high- or low-achieving
did not appear to mediate the strength of relationship the six PLC predictors and the
“satisfaction with teaching” criterion: a conclusion warranted by testing each pair of
correlations individually using the Fisher r to z transformation as well by creating six
interaction terms and including them in a hierarchical multiple regression model. What
all of these outcomes imply for school leaders who wish to improve the effectiveness of
PLCs at their schools will be discussed in the final chapter.
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Chapter 5: Discussions and Conclusions
Introduction
The overall purpose of this study was twofold: first, to investigate the relationship
between educators’ perceptions of Hord’s six dimensions of a Professional Learning
Community (PLC) and their satisfaction with teaching; and, second, to determine
whether or not this relationship is significantly moderated by the school context in which
these educators work. This chapter contains a thorough discussion of the findings,
recommendations, and conclusions for educators who may choose to utilize the findings
of this research in guiding district leaders, principals, and teachers in evaluating the
extent to which structures of PLCs exist in their schools. Using an online survey, data
was collected from over 300 educators in high and middle schools in West Tennessee.
The schools were labeled as either Level 1 and 2 or Level 5 schools according to their
achievement in the state of Tennessee. The following research questions guided the
study: 1) To what extent do responding teachers and other educators perceive each of six
dimensions of a professional learning community to be equally well represented at their
schools, both across all respondents and by respondents nested within high- and lowachieving schools contexts? 2) Across all respondents and by respondents grouped
according to gender, age, ethnicity, level of educational attainment, years of experience,
and school tenure, what is the level of job satisfaction that teachers and other educators
report about their current assignment? 3) What is the relationship, if any, between
teachers’ and other educators’ perceptions of each of six dimensions of a professional
learning community at their schools and their overall level of job satisfaction? 4) Does
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the strength of relationship between teachers’ and other educators’ perceptions of each of
six dimensions of a professional learning community at their schools and their level of
job satisfaction differ by the school context as high- or low-achieving?
Data gathered from this convenience sample of teachers and administrators were
analyzed using the parametric statistical procedures described in the third chapter. Results
issuing from these procedures—namely, the Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (RANOVA) with dependent t-tests serving as follow-up, the independent t-test, and
correlation, regression, and tests of difference between independent correlations— were
organized into a series of tables and graphs and, with respect to the four research
questions previously mentioned.
This study provided evidence that not only confirmed what the research on PLCs
suggests, but also entailed findings that one might find surprising. Findings revealed in
this study suggested that two such dimension—namely, “Shared Personal Practice” and
“Supportive Conditions: Structures”—tended systematically to be underrepresented in the
schools surveyed: irrespective of their schools’ categorization as either high- or lowachieving. A statistically significant positive relationship was observed between all six
PLC dimensions and the mean on a 20-item measure of “satisfaction with teaching.” As
with the means on the PLC measure, a schools’ status as either high- or low-achieving
did not appear to mediate the strength of relationship the six PLC predictors and the
“satisfaction with teaching” criterion: a conclusion warranted by testing each pair of
correlations individually using the Fisher r to z transformation as well by creating six
interaction terms and including them in a hierarchical multiple regression model.
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Discussions
As a Turnaround principal for the past eight years, I can think of no change agent
as powerful as a well-established PLC. PLCs afford schools the chance to fashion
guiding coalitions of educators that are married to the school’s vision for student success
in all aspects of school life. PLCs foster a common language among educators that bind
them to a mutual understanding of what has been agreed upon by the community of
learners in regards to the school’s goals. PLCs not only promote the sharing of best
practices, but they also allow teachers to become entrenched in discussions that add to an
overall sense of ownership of the school and the issues that directly impact the school’s
success. PLCs provide an excellent opportunity for leaders to apply the distributive
leadership ideology, which allows teachers to have a hand in making decisions
concerning what is best for the school. This only solidifies their commitment to the
school and its vision. Cultures of collaboration, shared decision-making, and cooperation
have now been established through shared leadership opportunities. Thus, teachers will
be a part of the solution to the issues that impact a school. The concept of the PLC places
its’ focus squarely on the notion of providing support for instruction through a
collaborative process in which educators can come together in a non-threatening manner
to share best practices and search for a means of improving student achievement. PLCs
are based on the assumption that collective learning and problem solving are keys to
improving educator and student performance (Hughes, 2007). The PLCs’ foundation
resides in the fact that the principal is accountable for bettering the attitudes, abilities and
knowledge of faculty, establish a culture of high expectations influenced by those
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abilities and skills, and combine all those aspects together to produce relationships that
will benefit the school body as a collective unit (Cranston, 2009).
Analysis of Research Questions
Research Question 1. To what extent do responding teachers and other educators
perceive each of the six dimensions of a professional learning community to be equally
well represented at their schools, both across all respondents and by respondents nested
within high- and low-achieving schools’ contexts?
There are six dimensions of a PLC. These dimensions are Shared and Supportive
Leadership, Shared Values and Vision, Collective Learning and Application, Shared
Personal Practice, Supportive Conditions: Relationships and Supportive Conditions:
Structure. While the means computed for four of the six dimensions appear to differ little,
if at all, markedly lower than the other four appear to be the two means associated with
the dimensions “Shared Personal Practice” (M = 3.07, SD = 0.56) and “Supportive
Conditions; Structures” (M = 3.00, SD = .0.51).
Additionally, it is to be noted that inspection of the scale means obtained for the
respondents grouped by school membership indicates little if any departure from the
overall pattern, although it would seem that respondents in the low-achieving school
subgroup appear systematically to assess their institutions’ investment in PLCs somewhat
more positively than do their counterparts in the high-achieving school subgroup. The
six PLC dimensions were compared across every individual who took the survey. As a
result, the low- and high -achieving schools were analyzed across the six dimensions.
Observing all participants, two dimensions were lower than the other four in regards to
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this study. Those two were “Shared Personal Practice and Supportive Conditions:
Structures.” A possible reason for this finding could be the fact that teachers feel they do
not have sufficient time to collaborate with their fellow teachers. Not only do teachers
feel that they are not allotted the time to collaborate, structures do not exist within the
structure of the school day to afford this opportunity. It is evident according to these
findings that principals do not regard the collaboration of their teachers for the purpose of
improvement as a priority. Principals struggle within the confines of a normal school day
to provide teachers with meaningful opportunities to collaborate and share practices.
Looking at the high- and low-achieving schools, the same pattern was evident. However,
low-achieving schools tended to perceive that they are more of a PLC than the highachieving schools. In my experience with low-achieving schools, they often are required
due to their status to engage in more school-wide professional development, more selfmonitoring and reporting to state and local officials, provide more evidence of
collaboration within departments and grade-levels, and closely monitor student
achievement. Often times low-achieving schools have larger numbers of inexperienced
teachers that require more support and supervision.
The extent to which teachers feel they have an avenue for sharing personal
practice with one another in the school context is a powerful means of creating and
sustaining meaningful student learning opportunities. Strong leadership is essential in
these instances. Leaders often times have to perfect the art of “leading from the middle”
or that is to say taking the role of follower and allowing others in the organization take
the lead with various initiatives and tasks. Leaders that nurture environments where
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teachers feel empowered to share with others, benefit from the collegial atmosphere that
is created. As stated in Chapter 2, The Center on International Benchmarking (2015) in
top-performing countries that have been researched over the last decade, a concerted
effort is made to provide teachers the opportunity to meet at least once a week by grade
and subject level. These teachers discuss curriculum and instruction methods and also
demonstrate new lessons, improve formative assessment techniques, and develop new
lessons.
Also noted in Chapter 2, Wilhelm (2010), highly effective principals understand
the tough task of knowing when to “step up” or give more direction and “stepping back”
acting more as a guide. The principal becomes very intentional in how they balance their
leadership with a desire to create a high functioning team of teacher leaders who are more
inept to lead their fellow colleagues. Less attention is placed on the actual individual
abilities of the principal and more of an emphasis is placed on their ability to build
capacity within their respective schools through the sharing of their practices and
observing instruction with their colleagues. Teaching is an art that not only must be
practiced, but also constantly tweaked and adjusted daily to meet the ever-changing needs
of students. As doctors make rounds with fellow doctors or residents in training,
collaboration and the sharing of knowledge are valued and necessary for growth.
According to Dufour and Dufour (2006), the leaders that are most effective with the PLC
are skillful at encouraging autonomy and loose creativity within well-defined structures.
These leaders are able to create a culture of self-control with a sense of creativity. They
are encouraged to be molders of a culture that are committed to learning in all aspects.
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In addition to the fact that “Sharing Personal Practice” was lacking as an evident
characteristic of the PLC in schools, “Supportive Conditions-Structures” was as well.
The data collected showed that educators perceived certain supportive structures for
PLCs to be lacking in their schools in comparison to the other 5 characteristics of a PLC.
In leading schools, I found this to be an arduous task as well. Providing time during the
course of a school day for educators to collaborate and observe for the purpose of
improving instruction requires hours of planning and dedication. In some instances,
leaders may not appreciate the complete benefits of a well-established PLC or fear that
relinquishing some of their power lessens their authority and fail to make this a priority
for their school. Allotting meaningful time during the course of the day for teachers to
engage in the practices of a PLC are often problematic for principals. A lack of time and
resources to adequately create an atmosphere conducive to thought-provoking and
meaningful discussions of educators impedes the ability of principals to provide the
structure needed for PLCs. With that being said, effective principals understand the
value of PLCs and refuse to allow the constraints of educational structure to deter the
establishment of PLCs in their schools. Leaders must possess the foresight and solicit
teacher support to create avenues by which this collaboration can come to fruition in
schools. Effective leaders work relentless to craft occasions for their educators to meet in
a non-threatening, but critical manner to improve their instruction. Unless the leadership
in the school is strategic about providing these opportunities and ensuring that this is a
worth-while experience for all, it will not happen in the school. Time is considered by
many to be the most challenging obstacle any school may face in establishing and
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maintaining effective PLCs (Ruebel, 2011). Leaders put a process in place to ensure
teams clarify the essential information for each course, grade level, and unit of
instruction; establish consistent pacing; and use common assessments to develop the
criteria they will use to judge the quality of student work (Dufour, 2009). Finding time
for collaborative groups to work in schools is of the highest necessity. It is also the
responsibility of leadership to provide this time if there is a true commitment to the
improvement of student learning (Johnston et al., 2007).
Research Question 2. Across all respondents and by respondents grouped
according to gender, age, ethnicity, level of educational attainment, years of experience,
and school tenure, what is the level of job satisfaction that teachers and other educators
report about their current assignment?
As measured on a 4-point, Likert-type scale, respondents’ average response to the
20 items constituting the “Satisfaction with Teaching” subscale of the Purdue Teacher
Opinionative (M = 3.32, SD = 0.41) suggested a high level of satisfaction with their jobs
that was consistent across the six respondent subgroups named in the research question.
None of the background conditions impacted teacher satisfaction. It did not matter what
the area was, the characteristics made no significant difference relative to job satisfaction.
When educators are vested in their work and the overall direction of the school,
this in turn leads to a willingness to move beyond their comfort zones in an effort to do
what is beneficial for the whole (meaning the entire school) as opposed to their individual
desires. Satisfied teachers feel a sense of security in their work, therefore, are more
willing to step away from what is considered traditional individualistic practices of
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instruction in education and buy-into the concepts of the PLC. Lee (2006) contended that
there is compelling evidence in the research affirming that when teachers feel good about
their work, student achievement improves. Teacher job satisfaction ranks high as an
indicator of overall student success. Job satisfaction is evident at a higher degree when
supportive leadership by principals, teacher participation in decision-making, collegial
relationships, quality professional development, and collaborative work are the normal
mode of functioning, not the exception or the nonexistent. Futernick (2007) and Crane
(2012) reported that significant contributors to teacher retention and job satisfaction were
the positive relationships that existed between teachers. In schools that exhibited
characteristics of strong collegial support, a voice in the operation of the school, and a
voice in what they taught, greater job satisfaction resulted.
Research Question 3. What is the relationship, if any, between teachers’ and
other educators’ perceptions of each of six dimensions of a professional learning
community at their schools and their overall level of job satisfaction?
The research revealed statistically significant, if only small-to-moderate,
relationships between measures of the six PLC dimensions and the Purdue instrument’s
20-item “satisfaction with teaching” subscale. Of the six correlations with this subscale,
the highest is observed for “Shared and Supportive Leadership” and job satisfaction (r =
.343, p < .001) and the lowest is observed for “Shared Personal Practice and job
satisfaction (r = .219, p < .001). Taking into account the strong inter-correlations among
respondents’ PLC scores and the hierarchical regression of the six PLC scores on job
satisfaction, collectively, the six PLC measures explain about 14% of the variation in job
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satisfaction—overall, a good “fit” of the regression model with the data (F(6, 288) =
7.54, p < .001, R2 = .136)--but that only one of the six PLC dimensions stands apart as
statistically significant predictor of the outcome: namely, the aforementioned “Shared
and Supportive Leadership” dimension, the one with initially the highest correlation with
the outcome (β = .0.24, t = 2.25 p = .03, 95% CI. = .02 to .35). All six dimensions
influence job satisfaction. However, the analysis revealed that “Shared and Supportive
Leadership” is the best predictor of the six dimensions regardless of whether the school is
considered as low or high achieving. Again, the data speaks to the profound importance
and influence of the principal.
Armstrong (2012) hypothesized that the three most important elements for teacher
satisfaction are 1) Collegial relationships, or the extent to which teachers report having
productive working relationships with their colleagues; 2) The principal’s leadership, or
the extent to which teachers report that their school leaders are supportive and create
school environments conducive to learning; and 3) School culture or the extent to which
school environments are characterized by mutual trust, respect, openness, and a
commitment to student achievement (pp. 3-4). If educators are to follow principals,
leaders have to take the initiative necessary to foster trust. Building a personal one-toone relationship with open communication as the theme is the conceptual direction a
principal should undertake. Effective leaders appreciate the power of relationships in
regards to the success of their school. Not only do they understand its power, they pursue
positive relationships with all stakeholders, internal and external. Leaders must be
willing to invest valuable time and thought into garnering a better understanding of those
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in which he/she is entrusted to lead. Knowing what motivates and influences your
faculty’s ability to commit to the vision of the organization is of vital importance. The
strength of the relationships you build and the amount trust in them will allow the leader
to push forward with the vision for the organization. The notion of leaders investing a
commitment into understanding the needs of his faculty and other stakeholders, will
inevitably lead to immeasurable success and commitment to the organization. When
leaders have a focus on building positive relationships, this translates into others
developing these same types of relations throughout the school society. They bond
together and the connection provides support, not only for each individual, but also for
the establishment of a common purpose and shared goals, which leads to positive
outcomes for students and the community at large (Green, 2010, p. 132).
One cannot understate the significance of this correlation between teacher job
satisfaction and leadership. It only makes sense that a strong correlation would exist
between an educator’s level of job satisfaction and their feeling or lack thereof of having
a hand in the direction of their school and the feeling or lack of feeling of being
supported by their leadership. Principals of PLCs invite the faculty to become a part of
the decision-making process and empower individuals to act. Empowering teachers to
act and including them in the decision-making process are two essential practices an
effective leader can utilize. This process will lead to schools building a coalition of
collaborators effecting change (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). Teachers who have a sense of
satisfaction in their jobs perform well in the classroom and the quality of teaching
continues to improve over time. They become more creative and show a greater sense of
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commitment to becoming better teachers. Leaders that make the dimension of “Shared
and Supportive Leadership” important in their schools will reap the benefits of satisfied
teachers, high teacher morale, improved student achievement, and an overall positive
school culture. Habegger (2008) noted that principals in high performing schools are
very conscious of their school’s climate and culture and pointed specific activities that
principals in these schools focused on to create a positive culture. They fostered a sense
of belonging and provided a clear sense of direction to students, teachers, parents and
members of the community. Leaders must be willing to invest valuable time and thought
into garnering a better understanding of those in which he/she is entrusted to lead.
Knowing what motivates and influences your faculty’s ability to commit to the vision of
the organization is of vital importance. The strength of the relationships you build and
the amount trust in them will allow the leader to push forward with the vision for the
organization. The notion of leaders investing a commitment into understanding the needs
of his faculty and other stakeholders, will inevitably lead to immeasurable success and
commitment to the organization. Lee (2006) contended that there is compelling evidence
in the research affirming that when teachers feel good about their work, student
achievement improves. Teacher job satisfaction ranks high as an indicator of overall
student success. Job satisfaction is evident at a higher degree when supportive leadership
by principals, teacher participation in decision-making, collegial relationships, quality
professional development, and collaborative work are the normal mode of functioning,
not the exception or the nonexistent.
I found one aspect of these findings to be contradictory to the research that was
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discussed in Chapter 2. The research suggested a correlation between the structures and
characteristics of a PLC in regards to collaboration and job satisfaction. Ackerman
(2011) concluded that essential component of the PLC that relates to teacher job
satisfaction is the allotment of scheduled school day time for the purpose of sharing ideas
and best practices. She referred to literature that is consistent in pointing out the
achievement of the PLC in relation to teacher job satisfaction and its close correlation to
the provision of meaningful and contractually appropriate time for collaboration among
educators. In the schools surveyed, teacher job satisfaction was no less existent when the
structures for collaboration were less evident. Teachers have accepted the notion that this
time cannot be provided during the school day, thus very few teachers have truly enjoyed
a true consistent process of collegial collaboration during the school day for the sole
purpose of the improvement of their instructional practices. So, therefore teachers can’t
appreciate what they have never known to be a reality.
Research Question 4. Does the strength of relationship between teachers’ and
other educators’ perceptions of each of six dimensions of a professional learning
community at their schools and their level of job satisfaction differ by the school context
as high- or low-achieving?
The data indicated only minor differences between the correlations observed
between measures by school achievement level. The formal testing of the six pairs of
correlations using the Fisher r to z transformation confirms what inspection suggests:
namely, membership in a high or low performing school does not in any way appear to
moderate the strength of relationship between teachers’ perception of the six PLC
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dimensions and their level of job satisfaction. The relationship between the six
dimensions and job satisfaction does not vary by school context.
I found this data to be somewhat surprising. One would believe that teachers in
schools that were considered low performing would display less satisfaction with their
jobs. To the contrary, when teachers feel a sense of purpose, no matter the school
context, they feel good about the work they are engaged in. The data from Chapter 2
supports this premise. Lee (2006) contended that there is compelling evidence in the
research affirming that when teachers feel good about their work, student achievement
improves. Teacher job satisfaction ranks high as an indicator of overall student success.
Job satisfaction is evident at a higher degree when supportive leadership by principals,
teacher participation in decision-making, collegial relationships, quality professional
development, and collaborative work are the normal mode of functioning, not the
exception or the nonexistent.
Researching the role of principals in high-achieving schools, noted that these
principals were instrumental in assuring instruction aligned to state standards, maintained
a focus on continuous improvement, planned instruction for student achievement,
developed meaningful partnership with stakeholders, and provided a nurturing
atmosphere in which all members felt valued (Habegger, 2008). Lieberman and Miller
(2012) in their research substantiated that the professional learning that takes place within
communities that are committed to continuous improvement, collective responsibility,
and goal attainment increase teacher effectiveness, but more importantly improve student
results. The learning and achievement of students is enhanced when educators point out
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and resolve problems of practice together.
Conclusion
The leadership style of the principal plays a huge factor in promoting a PLC. It is
probably the most important factor. This research clearly displays a link between the
importance of leaders not only providing sound leadership, but shared leadership as well.
The style of leadership that is perceived to be most receptive is participatory distributive
or shared. The principal has to model these styles of leadership to foster an effective
PLC, one in which members collaborate and work together. Leaders that intentionally
incorporate teachers into the decision-making and direction of the school stand to
establish positive school cultures built on faculty buy-in, collegial relationships, respect
of leadership and the understanding the school’s vision. According to Routman (2012)
principals play a vital role in the development of the PLC and the overall effectiveness of
the teacher. The absence of strong principal leadership, therefore, undermines the
integrative role of the principal to direct and to evaluate the impact of the PLC upon the
ability of the PLC to instigate collaborative, cross-departmental work to bring about a
resolution to the challenge of having all students perform at grade-level standards.
Whatever the model or plan implemented to achieve improvement in a school, the degree
to which the school is successful in implementing any maintainable change depends very
much on an effective leader (Eaker & Gonzalez, 2006).
Understanding the motivations and strengths of your faculty, will allow you to
put people in situations where their talents can be utilized. This will also, hopefully, put
them in situations where they can experience success and make meaningful contributions
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to the organization. Any organization is only as strong as its weakest link. Building the
capacity of teachers will undoubtedly move schools forward in an era where educational
leaders are essential. When individuals in the schoolhouse build relationships with each
other through the structures of the PLC, they form a connection that strengthens the work
of each individual, as well as the total teaching and learning process. Just as players must
learn how to co-exist, support one another, encourage each other, and push toward a
common goal, administrators, teachers, and students need to be willing to do the same.
Teachers should be willing to work together in an effort to produce the best possible
results for student achievement. Their collaboration is imperative for the overall growth
of the organization. Collaboration amongst teachers can be the most powerful work
within a school. The creativity and oneness that comes as a result of a concerted effort
between teachers to reach a goal moves a faculty in a fashion that is unstoppable. PLCs
are designed to provide the opportunity for peers to work in focused, purposeful ways
that are designed to provide both support and pressure to improve in way that is
measurable. PLCs evaluate their effectiveness on the basis of results. The entire school’s
focus is on the improvement of student achievement.
The literature and data communicated one consistent message, leadership matters.
Leaders of today’s schools must take time to think about their professional practices with
a focus on improvement. The ability of leaders to assess the needs of their school,
structure PLCs, identify research-based strategies, and provide supportive leadership for
educators is held in high regard. Leaders have to be willing to embrace the wealth of
knowledge and information that exist in education and utilize what is applicable to their
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situation. Instructional leadership and educational change in America’s school go hand in
hand. Effective leadership in today’s schools hinges on the ability of principals to lead
their educational institutions instructionally. In the age of ever increasing academic
accountability, leaders have been tasked with moving away from being traditional
managers of schools to instructional leaders of their schoolhouses. This shift in
leadership expectations creates a domino effect that has profound implications for
changes in education today and for the future. Effective leaders are probing researched
based best practices in the area of instruction and building capacity throughout their
buildings in order to successfully meet the extraordinary demands of a global society.
The gap that currently exists between the present methods of instruction and where
instruction must be to ensure success in the future will not be achieved on the shoulders
of one leader, instead through the efforts of many dedicated educational leaders within a
school. The achievement of schools no longer resides in the ability of a single leader to
“rally the troops”, but in the collective efforts of faculty, students, and community.
Leaders are vital. And nowhere is this leadership needed than in low-achieving schools.
The data also showed that perceptions of educators in low achieving schools tend
to be higher regarding the characteristics of PLCs being evident in their schools.
Teachers in “low performing” schools typically have more vested interest in
collaboration in the name of school improvement and possess a sense of urgency to solve
school issues due to the very nature of their label. And lastly, the study indicated that job
satisfaction is influenced by all six dimensions of PLC. Leaders are well served to
familarize themselves in detail with these six dimension to ensure the effective fostering
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of the PLC in their schools.
Recommendations for Future Research
This study did not have as large a sample of schools as one may have desired. The
study could take a more in-depth look by looking at high and low performing secondary
schools across the entire state of Tennessee. Also a more accurate means of truly
determining if schools considered themselves to be true functioning PLCs deserves
further investigation. This study did not address the level of implementation of PLCs at
individual schools and the impact PLCs have on student achievement. While the study
did address the extent to which educators felt Hord’s characteristics of PLCs were
evident in their school and compared that to the overall level of school achievement of
that school, it did not examine in detail the impact of PLCs on student achievement.
Educators did express a similar level of job satisfaction regardless the level of
achievement of the individual school. More research could be conducted to examine the
how well-established characteristics of PLCs are present in individual schools and how
does that compare to the school’s overall level of achievement.
To know if there is a significant correlation between the establishment of PLCs in
individual schools and their achievement would be valuable information for educators to
know. There are many questions that could benefit from clarification. Is there a certain
subject area that benefits more from well-established PLCs? Why did the study indicate
that educators in low-achieving schools tended to view themselves as more of a PLC?
Do low-income schools benefit more or less from well-established PLCs? Do minority
students in schools with well-established PLCs receive any greater benefit? Do

105

administrators feel teacher capacity is improved as a result of well-established PLCs in
their school? In districts where PLCs are well-established, what is their level of student
achievement in comparisons to other districts without well-established PLCs? This
critical analysis can guide district leaders, principals, and teachers in evaluating the extent
to which PLCs exist in their schools/ district and the impact the PLC’s have on student
achievement.
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Appendix A
Purdue Teacher Opinionnaire
Satisfaction with Teaching Subscale
Items: 19, 24, 26, 27, 29, 30, 46, 47, 50, 51, 56, 58, 60, 76, 78, 82, 83, 86, 89, 100
Original instructions: This instrument is designed to provide you the opportunity to
express your opinions about your work as a teacher and various school problems in your
particular school situation. There are no right or wrong responses, so do not hesitate to
mark they statements frankly. Please DO NOT record your name on this document. Read
each statement carefully. Then indicate whether you (1) disagree, (2) probably disagree,
(3) probably agree, (4) agree with each statement. Circle your answers using the
following scale:
1. Teaching gives me a great deal of personal satisfaction.
2. Teaching enables me to make my greatest contribution to society.
3. I love to teach.
4. If I could plan my career again, I would choose teaching.
5. I would recommend teaching as an occupation to students of high scholastic ability.
6. If I could earn as much money in another occupation, I would stop teaching.
7. I find my contacts with students, for the most part, highly satisfying and rewarding.
8. I feel that I am an important part of this school system.
9. I feel successful and competent in my present position.
10. I enjoy working with student organizations, clubs, and societies.
11. I am at a disadvantage professionally because other teachers are better prepared to
teach than I am.
12. As far as I know, the other teachers think I am a good teacher.
13. The “stress and strain” resulting from teaching makes teaching undesirable for me.
14. Most of the actions of students irritate me.
15. My students regard me with respect and seem to have confidence in my professional
ability.
16. My students appreciate the help I give them with their schoolwork.
17. To me there is no more challenging work than teaching.
18. As a teacher, I think I am as competent as most other teachers.
19. I really enjoy working with my students.
20. I am well satisfied with my present teaching position.
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Appendix B
Professional Learning Communities Assessment - Revised
Directions: This questionnaire assesses your perceptions about your principal, staff, and
stakeholders based on the dimensions of a professional learning community (PLC) and
related attributes. This questionnaire contains a number of statements about practices
which occur in some schools. Read each statement and then use the scale below to select
the scale point that best reflects your personal degree of agreement with the statement.
Shade the appropriate oval provided to the right of each statement. Be certain to select
only one response for each statement. Comments after each dimension section are
optional.
Key Terms:
# Principal = Principal, not Associate or Assistant Principal
# Staff/Staff Members = All adult staff directly associated with curriculum,
instruction, and assessment of students
# Stakeholders = Parents and community members
Scale: 1 = Strongly Disagree (SD) 2 = Disagree (D) 3 = Agree (A) 4 = Strongly Agree
(SA)
Shared and Supportive Leadership
1. Staff members are consistently involved in discussing and making decisions about
most school issues.
2. The principal incorporates advice from staff members to make decisions.
3. Staff members have accessibility to key information.
4. The principal is proactive and addresses areas where support is needed.
5. Opportunities are provided for staff members to initiate change.
6. The principal shares responsibility and rewards for innovative actions.
7. The principal participates democratically with staff sharing power and authority.
8. Leadership is promoted and nurtured among staff members.
9. Decision-making takes place through committees and communication across
grade and subject areas.
10. Stakeholders assume shared responsibility and accountability for student learning
without evidence of imposed power and authority.
11. Staff members use multiple sources of data to make decisions about teaching and
learning.
Shared Values and Vision
12. A collaborative process exists for developing a shared sense of values among
staff.
13. Shared values support norms of behavior that guide decisions about teaching and
learning.
14. Staff members share visions for school improvement that have undeviating focus
on student learning.
15. Decisions are made in alignment with the school=s values and vision.
16. A collaborative process exists for developing a shared vision among staff.
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17. School goals focus on student learning beyond test scores and grades.
18. Policies and programs are aligned to the school=s vision.
19. Stakeholders are actively involved in creating high expectations that serve to
increase student achievement.
20. Data are used to prioritize actions to reach a shared vision.
Collective Learning and Application
21. Staff members work together to seek knowledge, skills and strategies and apply
this new learning to their work.
22. Collegial relationships exist among staff members that reflect commitment to
school improvement efforts.
23. Staff members plan and work together to search for solutions to address diverse
student needs.
24. A variety of opportunities and structures exist for collective learning through open
dialogue.
25. Staff members engage in dialogue that reflects a respect for diverse ideas that lead
to continued inquiry.
26. Professional development focuses on teaching and learning.
27. School staff members and stakeholders learn together and apply new knowledge
to solve problems.
Shared Personal Practice
28. Opportunities exist for staff members to observe peers and offer encouragement.
29. Staff members provide feedback to peers related to instructional practices.
30. Staff members informally share ideas and suggestions for improving student
learning.
31. Staff members collaboratively review student work to share and improve
instructional practices.
32. Opportunities exist for coaching and mentoring.
33. Individuals and teams have the opportunity to apply learning and share the results
of their practices.
34. Staff members regularly share student work to guide overall school improvement.
Supportive Conditions – Relationships
35. Caring relationships exist among staff and students that are built on trust and
respect.
36. A culture of trust and respect exists for taking risks.
37. Outstanding achievement is recognized and celebrated regularly in our school.
38. School staff and stakeholders exhibit a sustained and unified effort to embed
change into the culture of the school.
39. Relationships among staff members support honest and respectful examination of
data to enhance teaching and learning.
40. School staff members are committed to programs that enhance learning.
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41. Staff members collaboratively analyze multiple sources of data to assess the
effectiveness of instructional practices.
42. Staff members collaboratively analyze student work to improve teaching and
learning.
Supportive Conditions – Structures
43. Time is provided to facilitate collaborative work.
44. The school schedule promotes collective learning and shared practice.
45. Fiscal resources are available for professional development.
46. Appropriate technology and instructional materials are available to staff.
47. Resource people provide expertise and support for continuous learning.
48. The school facility is clean, attractive and inviting.
49. The proximity of grade level and department personnel allows for ease in
collaborating with colleagues.
50. Communication systems promote a flow of information among staff members.
51. Communication systems promote a flow of information across the entire school
community including: central office personnel, parents, and community members.
52. Data are organized and made available to provide easy access to staff members.
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Appendix C
Table 1. Schools (H.S. means High School and M.S. means Middle School) and (%) for percentage
White, Black, Hispanic, Asian/Native American, and Economically Disadvantaged.
Schools

% White

% Black

% Hispanic
1.3
1.7
2.0
2.7

% Asian/Native
American
0.6
0.6
0.0
0.0

% Economically
Disadvantaged
47.4
43.0
47.6
54.9

Brighton H.S
Brighton M.S.
Chester County H.S.
Chester County
Jr. High
Covington H.S.
Crockett County
H.S.
Crockett County
M.S.
East Jr. High
E.W. Grove School
Humboldt H.S.
Humboldt M.S.
Jackson Central
Merry H.S.
Lakewood M.S.
Liberty Tech H.S.
Madison Academic
H.S.
Milan H.S.
Milan M.S.
Munford H.S.
Munford M.S.
Northeast M.S.
North Parkway M.S.
Northside H.S.
South Fulton M.S/
H.S.
Southside H.S.
West Jr. High
West M.S.

78.0
80.9
83.8
84.2

18.9
16.0
13.0
12.2

45.7
70.8

53.0
15.1

0.7
13.8

0.3
0.0

71.0
53.9

69.4

15.1

14.8

0.2

66.8

22.6
85.0
17.7
18.9
8.4

73.7
12.3
78.3
77.3
86.8

2.9
2.0
3.0
3.4
3.3

0.8
0.3
0.0
0.0
1.2

93.0
61.6
86.0
92.0
88.1

98.0
34.3
57.8

0.7
62.3
33.3

1.4
1.9
3.0

0.0
0.0
5.9

47.0
70.0
29.5

70.8
70.9
79.2
83.6
70.8
15.7
17.6
82.4

23.8
24.6
16.5
12.1
26.1
72.2
72.3
14.6

3.3
3.3
2.7
2.3
2.8
11.2
9.3
2.6

2.1
0.7
1.2
1.3
0.0
0.9
0.8
0.0

52.0
67.5
44.0
49.7
84.8
84.5
77.2
53.6

58.5
47.6
47.2

35.6
47.3
45.7

5.5
5.1
6.2

0.0
0.0
0.4

67.3
65.5
80.2
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